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ABSTRACT
The New Great Game is a geopolitical competition between regional stakeholders over energy
resources in Central Asia. The author seeks to use the expected utility voting model based on
Black’s median voter theorem for forecasting the New Great Game in Central Asia. To judge
the external validity of the voting model, the author uses data from the Correlates of War project
data set, to formulate three distinct models based only on the numbers in 1992 and 1993.
Capabilities and alliance data were used to develop balance of power positions and compare the
outcome of 100 simulations to the actual outcome in 2000 based on Correlates of War project
data. This allows us to judge whether the emergence of Russia’s weak advantage as well as the
continuation of the competition in the New Great Game as of 2000 could have been predicted
based on what was known in 1992 and 1993. By using only one year’s data to forecast the New
Great Game, we are able to eliminate historical and researcher bias and judge the applicability of
the model in global policy and strategic analysis.
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION: THE NEW GREAT GAME
Balance of Power in Central Asia
After the fall of the Soviet Union, it became clear that a new framework would be needed
in which the world could be understood. The bipolar world of the Cold War was behind us and
looking forward, one had to ask, “Where will the next geopolitical chess match take place?” In
the early 1990s, only months after the collapse of the Soviet Union, one could only imagine that
Russia’s influence would decrease dramatically in Central Asia. What some saw as a potential
decrease in power, others saw as a potential new competition for positioning and a new balance
of power in the region. With the Gulf War as a recent memory, it was clear that dependence on
Middle Eastern energy was a concern in regard to national security and it was evident that
diversification of sources should be made a priority.
There was much speculation as to the possibility of energy reserves in the Caspian Sea
basin. While mostly unexplored, it was thought to be the home of large reserves, which would
surely be beneficial in reducing dependence on Middle Eastern oil. Many saw potential for a
new competition in what Mackinder called the “heartland” of Eurasia, one which would pit the
United States and Russia against one another, once again. Perhaps this was overstated, but focus
by Russia, China and the United States on the region has increased since 1992. Since 9/11, it has
increased even more, as the United States has taken a more active role in the region, leaving the
other states to attempt a balancing approach. As oil prices have risen and dependence on the
commodity has as well, it has become evident that access to untapped Caspian energy is a
priority for these major powers.
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Source: (The Caucasus and Central Asia)
Figure 1.1: New Great Game Area of Interest
What has emerged in Central Asia (see Figure 1.1 above) is a competition for energy
resources. Just as those in the early 1990s had predicted, a ‘New Great Game’ has emerged, that
has world powers struggling to gain the upper hand. In this game of pipeline politics, winning
comes through alliances with the regional states, which can allow access to these resources and
even more importantly, allow pipelines to transit their land and deliver oil and natural gas to the
rest of the world. If alliances are made between a competitor and a regional state, access to that
resource can be compromised and a potential for interstate military conflict is certainly possible.
Essentially, winning the New Great Game is about access to energy resources which developed
states like the United States, Russia and China, desperately need. The strategy needed to win
2

this new chess match is that of tipping the regional balance of power in one’s favor.
Understanding what winning the balance of power looks like, however, is an arduous task, but is
one which this study seeks to demonstrate.
The purpose of this study is to help us better understand the New Great Game through the
testing of the expected utility voting model to determine whether information known in 1992 and
1993, would have predicted a continuing game, as well as a weak Russian outcome in the region
through 2000. While this competition is certainly ongoing, with success in Central Asia, the
winner can have access to energy reserves which will reduce its reliance on Middle Eastern
energy, but failure means a continued reliance on an unstable region for these much needed
resources, one which surely will lead to conflict once again in the future.
Forecasting a position for such a competition is valuable for policy makers and one which
can help clarify and improve their strategies to maximize their success. If information that was
readily available in 1992 and 1993 could have helped predict the continuing game, along with
the weak Russian outcome in the region through 2000, both sides could have exploited that
information to augment their policy stances and diplomatic efforts in Central Asia. Essentially,
this study seeks to answer the following questions and hypotheses:
1. Does the model accurately predict the continuing New Great Game based only on
the data (numbers) from 1992 (and 1993)?
a. H01: The model accurately predicts the continuing New Great Game
based only on the data (numbers) from 1992 (and 1993).
Or
b. H01: Actual Data Model = Simulated Forecast Models
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2. Does the model accurately predict a weak Russian outcome in the regional
balance of power based only on the data (numbers) from 1992 (and 1993)?
a. H02: The model accurately predicts a weak Russian outcome in the
regional balance of power based only on the data (numbers) from 1992
(and 1993).
Or
b. H02: Actual Data Model = Simulated Forecast Models
3. Are the states in Central Asia relevant in the New Great Game’s outcome?
a. H03: The states in Central Asia are not relevant in the New Great Game’s
outcome.
Research Strategy: The Expected Utility Model
International relations have traditionally been evaluated through two wide sweeping
paradigms. One would be that of realism and the other would be that of liberalism (each with
many different variations and sub-categories). Liberalism believes that humans are in fact good
and that they will cooperate with each other under the assumption of an interdependent world
system. Realism, on the other hand, believes that the world is inherently anarchic in nature with
states as the main actors in international relations. With a state focused theory in an anarchical
world, it becomes clear that the states themselves make decisions based on their own self
interest. Doing what is right for the state itself, is the primary focus of realism and that of course
makes conflict a great possibility. In relation to the U.S. dependence on oil, it is within U.S. self
interest to ensure that resource continues to flow into the economy. The issue then becomes, can
4

the U.S. find energy resources on its own soil or must they traverse the world and build
relationships with others based on their own self interest?
Due to the lack of proven energy reserves on U.S. soil that can produce the large quantity
of oil demanded by its citizens, a need for trade with other states has been necessitated. This
need for a natural resource becomes a game of trying to find geographical locations with proven
oil reserves.

These reserves lie in states with their own political and governmental

underpinnings that of course affect the policies of their exports. The largest of these areas lies in
what is commonly referred to as the Middle East. The geographic location of these reserves
gives power to the states that control them, which allows them to play the game of power politics
(also known as Realpolitik based on realism). Geography and power politics give way to a
theory of geopolitics, which takes geography and politics and applies them to potential interstate
conflict. Many of the states that are members of Organization of Petroleum Exporting Countries
(OPEC) lie in the Middle East; however, there are several that lie in Asia, Africa and South
America that are also relevant. Their geographical and political differences with the U.S. lead to
potential conflicts over their oil resource advantage. There is, however, an emerging area that
Mackinder termed the “heartland”. This area lies in Central Asia and when energy reserves were
first discovered, it became imperative for major states to take notice and look to maximize their
own self interest or utility.
Expected utility theory is an approach to decision making in international relations. This
theory states that decisions will be made by rational actors to maximize gains or minimize losses
for the state. This has been used to evaluate potential conflicts, policies and leadership changes.
In the case of this study, expected utility will be applied to the possibility of conflicts between
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actors in the New Great Game. One of the best known expected utility theorists, Bruce Bueno de
Mesquita developed a model based on expected utility in regard to conflict. In Bueno de
Mesquita’s expected utility of war model, he states that the principal actor in studying conflicts is
the leader of the state who is expected to be a rational expected utility maximizer (Bueno De
Mesquita, 1983). This theory contends that in order for a state to initiate a conflict with an
opponent, the state’s leader makes a rational decision based on the presence of a positive
expected utility measure.
As Bueno de Mesquita’s model took on many different faces, such as in the War Trap
(Bueno De Mesquita, 1983), War Trap Revisited (Bueno De Mesquita, 1985) and War and
Reason (Bueno De Mesquita & Lalman, 1992), the author began applying expected utility as a
forecasting model. Bueno de Mesquita used this forecasting model, also known as the voting
model (which will be explained further below), for the Central Intelligence Agency and
Department of Defense and it was actually found to be more accurate than traditional analysis in
forecasting political events (Feder, 2002). “At the CIA, we tested the voting model by making
real-time, conditional forecasts for about 80 issues in more than a score of countries. We found
that the voting model alone was accurate almost 90% of the time” (Feder, 2002, p. 119). Bueno
de Mesquita has even been termed a “next” or “new” Nostradamus because of his successful
application of game theory to political science forecasting (Lerner, 2007; "The Next
Nostradamus," 2008).
We will go into greater detail of the history of the expected utility model in Chapter 3,
however, it should be said that the model itself has been utilized in forecasting policy decisions
such as the development of emission standards in Europe (Bueno De Mesquita, 1994) and
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forecasting the future of Hong Kong’s turnover (Bueno De Mesquita, Newman, & Rabushka,
1985). While these two books are useful in providing the full background of the voting model,
the most relevant example for this study dealt with the after-the-fact forecast of the end of the
Cold War. This study will utilize the methods in The End of the Cold War: Predicting an
Emergent Property (Bueno de Mesquita, 1998), to analyze the New Great Game.

Before

developing the model more fully, it is important to understand the parallels between these two
situations.
Using the example of the Cold War as a model for studying the New Great Game is quite
appropriate. The obvious parallel would be that the two main actors in these situations were the
United States and Russia (formerly the Soviet Union). After the end of World War II, it became
clear that there would be a competition between the two states; however, in 1948 it was unclear
what the competition would look like. It was too early to see any sort of alliances, other than
bilateral alliances and it was unclear how the balance of power would take shape. Similarly,
after the collapse of the Soviet Union, it was unclear what Russia’s role in the world would be.
In 1992, Russia was struggling to stabilize itself and only had minor bilateral alliances. Further
complicating the situation were the newly free former satellite states, which left a vacuum in
Central Asia. The game of seeking out alliances, to tip the balance of power in favor of each
state began in 1948 and 1992. One geopolitical game was more global in nature, while the other
was more regional in nature; however, the principle of balance of power (which will be further
clarified in chapter two) is relevant in both instances.
The obvious difference, as stated above, is that the Cold War was a global game, while
the New Great Game is regional in nature. Another key difference is that Bueno de Mesquita
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conducted his study with full hindsight and information on the ultimate end of the Cold War.
The New Great Game is still taking place today; however, data was only available from its
inception in 1992 through 2000. During this time the regional balance of power shifted very
little to show a weak Russian outcome by 2000. Having such a change in the balance of power
makes it possible to analyze whether the information known in 1992 could have predicted this
weak Russian outcome; however, with such a weak shift it will test the true accuracy of the
model.
In his piece on the forecasting of the Cold War, Bueno de Mesquita sought to validate his
voting model. Seeing that he did the study in 1998, it was obvious that there could be some
concern regarding the possibility of applying historical knowledge to the situation after the fact.
To combat hindsight, Bueno de Mesquita used only the information known in 1948, which
eliminated the possibility of using hindsight, thus strengthening the study. The Cold War study
validated the voting model showing that based on only the information from 1948, the model
was accurate in 67 to 78 percent of its simulations depending on the definition of outcomes.
Likewise, there is information available from the Correlates of War Project that extends to 2000
(Bennett & Stam, 2000; Gibler & Sarkees, 2005; Reiter, 2000; J. D. Singer, 1972; Small &
Singer, 1969). Being mindful that use of hindsight would taint a forecasting study, the New
Great Game will be validated by the expected utility voting model using only the data from 1992
and 1993 in separate models. If it shows that properties from 1992 and 1993 predicted a weak
Russian outcome by the end of the decade, the model will once again be found valid. It can also
be evaluated on the basis of the continuation of the game through 2000. The usefulness of this
model is such that policy makers would be able to utilize it with more accurate real time
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information to forecast the future based on current circumstances. This would enable better
decision making for that policy maker, if they chose to utilize the model.
The model itself examines power, salience and policy preferences, which allows one to
calculate the relationship between each individual player. The model “estimates what proposal,
if any, is best to make to the other participants in the decision process” (Bueno de Mesquita,
1998, p. 137). As stated earlier, players seek to maximize their own position, so any option
better than the status quo is expected to result in a deal or a formation of an alliance. Bueno de
Mesquita does point out that in the model, just as in life, one is expected to make the right
choice, based on the information known. Mistakes can be made; however, choices are made
with the information at the time, not taking into account historical preferences or information.
Now that we have examined the purpose, primary research question and basic research
design of this study, we can move forward with a sense of direction with the expected utility
voting model. To more fully understand the New Great Game we will examine literature on
geopolitics, the balance of power and the New Great Game in Chapter 2. In Chapter 3 we will
attempt to develop the expected utility model and simulations more fully. In Chapter 4 we will
validate the model by using data from Correlates of War project and running 100 simulations to
evaluate its validity against actual data. Finally we will summarize the study and suggest
improvements for future studies in Chapter 5.
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CHAPTER 2: LITERATURE REVIEW
Before moving on to the expected utility model and simulation development, it is
important to examine the literature that has been compiled on the basic components of this study.
The linking of geography (and resources that go with it) and politics is termed as geopolitics.
Realism and the balance of power theory are paradigms in which the international system can be
evaluated. Traditionally, international relations are viewed through either a realist or liberal
perspective, but it is believed that realism and the balance of power theory, will allow us to study
the research question most effectively.

Finally, we examine the background of the New Great

Game and the players that are involved in it, which will help round out this chapter. Through a
better understanding of geopolitics, it allows us to evaluate the New Great Game’s importance
and the players involved in the game more effectively. We now examine geopolitics, realism
and the balance of power.
Geopolitics, Realism and the Balance of Power
One of the most heavily studied terms of the 20th century was that of geopolitics.
According to Sloan and Gray, one of the biggest proponents of this term was Henry Kissinger,
who explained, “by geopolitical I mean an approach that pays attention to the requirements of
equilibrium” (Gray & Sloan, 1999, p. 1). Geopolitics is a balance between power politics (also
known as Realpolitik) and geography, which relies on the realization of technological advances
in weapons and resource development. Sloan and Gray also assert that geography is relevant in
all levels of conflict; however, leadership can have differing decisions which promote different
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consequences. With such a wide sweeping term as geopolitics, it is only natural that much
research has been conducted on the subject of geopolitics, which can be called geostrategy.
To understand geopolitics and strategy, it is important to understand what geography is.
Geography is related to international relations in that it can be seen as a prize in a conflict, an
environment and a military theater (Sloan, 1999, pp. 16-17). Sun Tzu even developed a typology
for the military theater of geography during his lifetime. He stated, “Ground may be classified
according to its nature as accessible, entrapping, intrusive, constricted, precipitous, and distant”
(Sloan, 1999, p. 17). According to Gray, there is “geography of space, distance, time, terrain,
and weather—and there is the geography of the imagination” (Gray, 1999, p. 162). With that
understanding, it becomes possible for geopolitics to be defined as “the spatial study and practice
of international relations” (Gray, 1999, p. 164). In other words one could say that politics take
place within geography, hence the name geopolitics. According to Gray, strategy is influenced
by geography in the sense that geography is where strategy is designed and executed; geography
shapes tactics, logistics and military cultures; and it is an inspiration to common geopolitics
(Gray, 1999, p. 165). This can be applied to the difference between different military branches,
such as the army, navy and air force of any country. Each operates within a different type of
geography unique to its strategic objective. Now that we have an understanding of geography
and its role in geopolitics, it would be appropriate to examine the role of strategy.
Gray asserts that “Strategy is the product of dialogue between policy and military power”
(Gray, 1999, p. 169).

This means that with the uncertainty and complexity of political

objectives, mending military strategy with those objectives can be difficult at best. With the
complexity and uncertainty comes an array of dimensions. Carl von Clausewitz believed in five
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‘elements of strategy’: moral, physical, mathematical, geographical and statistical, while Michael
Howard had four: operational, dimensional, social and technological (Gray, 1999, p. 169).
Geography is seen within these elements of strategy, which mend together to form an
understanding that identity of enemies stems from their location, strategies are influenced by
home location, militaries are organized for special geographies (sea power, air power, space
power and land power), and logistics are influenced by terrain. Geography and strategy play a
major role in today’s political arena. With so many things influenced by geography, it is clear
that it must play a role in strategy, however, it is important to remember that geography does not
determine where conflicts will occur or dictate a strategy (Hansen, 1997).
Hansen believes that the subfields of geography, of which there are many, are important
for U.S. leaders to consider in strategic approaches (Hansen, 1997). Hansen cites subfields such
as weather, vegetation, soil and geology as useful knowledge for strategists.

With better

understanding of geography, Hansen believes that better policy recommendations will be
produced and a better understanding of reach of U.S. power will be helpful and apparent in
future strategy. Hansen uses examples such as water and food shortages and global warming as
possible conflict catalysts. Geography would help determine future strategy. Before looking
ahead we will examine two of the premiere scholars of geopolitics.
Alfred Thayer Mahan was a U.S. Navy officer who eventually moved on to become a
historian. According to Crowl, Mahan’s father was a professor at the Military Academy and was
heavily influenced by Antoine-Henri, Baron de Jomini (Crowl, 1986, p. 444). Coincidently, the
younger Mahan also was influenced by Jomini. The Civil War veteran was promoted through
the ranks to Captain and eventually obtained a lecturing post, which also came with the title of
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president, at the Naval War College, where he became known as the “evangelist of sea power”.
Mahan’s two crowning achievements were his books, The Influence of Sea Power Upon History
and The Influence of Sea Power Upon the French Revolution and Empire. From these books,
Mahan’s geostrategy of dominance by sea power became apparent. By “sea power”, Mahan
intended that it mean, “(1) command of the sea through naval superiority; and (2) that
combination of maritime commerce, overseas possessions, and privileged access to foreign
markets that produce national “wealth and greatness”(Crowl, 1986, p. 451).
The strategic use of sea power and the success that it brought could be seen through Great
Britain’s use of it from the 1600’s to the fall of Napoleon. While examining the history, Mahan
pointed out that every conflict during that time was determined by domination of the sea. Mahan
believed that the key to dominance in the international arena was this use of sea power, not the
use of an army, as many before him and after him believed. With a strangling blockade of an
economy, there would be no need for an army. These of course were concerns that were mostly
geopolitical in nature. According to Sumida, there were four geopolitical concepts that Mahan
focused on in regard to international politics: 1) unbroken ocean and connecting seas; 2) the
Russian Empire and its transcontinental expanse; 3) maritime states of Europe and borderlands
of southern and eastern Asia; 4) states disconnected from mainland Asia (U.S., Britain and
Japan) (Sumida, 1999, p. 42). One of Mahan’s biggest influences, Jomini, was in disagreement
with the assertion of sea power as the most important aspect of geostrategy.
Jomini believed that one’s army was the key to strategic superiority. Jomini wrote in
Précis de l’art de la guerre (The Art of War), that “The offensive army should particularly
endeavor to cut up the opposing army by skillfully selecting objective points of maneuver; it will
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then assume, as the objects of its subsequent undertakings, geographical points of more or less
importance” (Crowl, 1986, p. 456).

This geostrategic belief in armies controlling the

geopolitical environment obviously differed from Mahan’s geostrategic belief that navies
controlled the geopolitical environment. Mahan actually applied Jomini’s art of war to sea
power, in regard to concentration of forces, central positions and logistics. Mahan believed that
six conditions affect sea power: geographical position, physical conformation, territory,
population, national character and government policy (Crowl, 1986, p. 463).

While some

question Mahan’s geopolitical relevance to the 21st century, it is obvious that his writings
influenced the outlook on naval strategy for some time.
Another founding father of geopolitics would be Sir Halford J. Mackinder. His most
notable contribution to the study of geopolitics is that of the heartland theory, which he adapted
three times, over a period of approximately 40 years. His first discussion of the theory was seen
in his paper written in 1904, The Geographical Pivot of History. This geographical pivot
referred to the power of a land based state which would have control over Eurasia (Sloan, 1999,
p. 19). This referred to Russia; however, due to the nature of the world at that time, his theory
was lost as background noise. Although it was lost for the time being, it is important to point out
the importance of a land based power and its access to transport technology (railways). The
application of such technology for military means by a land based power, was particularly
interesting to him. The most important aspect of his 1904 piece spoke to the idea of a closed
international political system, where world hegemony was a possibility for the first time.
During Mackinder’s second discussion of the theory, Democratic Ideals and Reality in
1919, he made a very important addition to his heartland theory. In 1919, Mackinder named the
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theory the “heartland theory” for the first time and expanded it to mean that it was the region
where sea power could be denied and he discussed the advancement in transport and weapons
technology (Sloan, 1999, p. 25).

With the advancement of rail, automobile and airplane

technology, Mackinder stated that possession of the heartland and Arabia could mean control of
the Suez canal limiting trade. From this version, also came Mackinder’s famous line, “Who
rules East Europe controls the heartland; Who rules the heartland commands the World-Island;
Who rules the World Island commands the World” (Sloan, 1999, p. 27). This description of
Eurasia as the fulcrum to power was one of the key differences between it and the first version.
Mackinder’s third version, written in 1943, was asserted by the author himself, as being
more relevant than it was 20 to 40 years prior. This final expansion moved somewhat away from
his land-based power and toward an amphibious power. With this version taking formation
during WWII, it is not a surprise that this is so. During WWII “there were a total of 600
amphibious landings, or an average of one every 3 ½ days” (Sloan, 1999, p. 34). With a larger
appreciation of this sea power, it was necessary for Mackinder to move away from his land based
assertion of power. This being the case, he moved his fulcrum of power to the west to include
North America, in what he called the Midland Ocean (Sloan, 1999, p. 34). This progression
through each version first from Russia, then Europe and finally to include North America shows
the flexibility necessary in understanding geopolitics.
Application of heartland theory today can still be relevant to some extent. Sloan asserts
that while the heartland may not be the dominating force it once was, it does have the energy
reserves and the presence of pipelines that do raise security concerns (Sloan, 1999, p. 31). Sloan
also states that it is relevant in the fact that it determined that a hegemonic power is possible and
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it has left a theory using geography in the twenty-first century. While Mahan asserted his theory
of sea power, Mackinder had a rebuttal in heartland theory.

Mackinder’s expression of

geostrategy was perhaps more useful in the fact that it evolved over time and actually reflected
on such things as technology and developments in the transportation of resources.

This

evolution brought more flexibility to heartland theory and is one reason that it can still be seen as
relevant today.
One who disagrees with the relevancy of heartland theory would be Fettweis. Fettweis
points out that position on a map has not proven to be a reason for geopolitical domination
(Fettweis, 2000). Fettweis also asserts that the United States’ hegemonic position in the world
cannot be threatened by an imbalance of power in Eurasia. Fettweis seems to miss the point that
geopolitics evolve over time, just as Mackinder’s theory did. Fettweis takes on geopolitics and
calls the theory outdated, while also explaining that there was a lack of vision for the United
States after the Cold War, which does fit with this study of the New Great Game. Geopolitics
still has a place today in policy making, especially with regions such as Eurasia infused with
energy resources and the need for transporting them.
To understand geopolitics and international relations, it is necessary to view situations
through a scope that is relevant to the topic at hand. Two major scopes or paradigms that have
historically been used in international relations are those of liberalism and realism. Of the two,
realism has historically been used the most frequently in relation to understanding conflict and
diplomatic relations between states. While there are many different theories that have come out
of realism, the most relevant to this study and the most relevant to the continuing relations
between major powers is that of the balance of power. Realism and balance of power help us
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understand regional and international geopolitics through coalitions. Much of the literature that
discusses the theory puts it in the context of jockeying for position in a world that is anarchic and
full of conflict.
According to Thomas Hobbes, humans possess what is called an “animus dominandi”.
“If any two men desire the same thing, which nevertheless they cannot both enjoy, they become
enemies and…endeavor to destroy or subdue one another.”(Hobbes, 1651). This is where the
idea of realism and an inherently anarchic world comes from. Realism is the theory that believes
conflict is inevitable and will be prevalent throughout society. If this is the case, then the
balance of power theory is a way to manage the regional and international relations of the world.
Rourke and Boyer discuss the balance of power as having been prevalent during the time
when multipolarity was the norm in the international system. From 1648 through 1945, Europe
was managed through the balance of power, to ensure that no single power or coalition came to
rule Europe (Rourke & Boyer, 2004, p. 28). “The balance-of-power process succeeded for three
centuries in preventing any single power or coalition from controlling Europe and perhaps the
world” (Rourke & Boyer, 2004, p. 28). When the multipolar world came to an end and the Cold
War began, a bipolar system emerged that was difficult to understand.

While bipolarity

continued for most of the Cold War, Soviet and U.S. leaders saw the emergence of China as a
shift in the ever changing balance of power (Rourke & Boyer, 2004, p. 31). It was clear that
realism and balance of power were not obsolete in explaining geopolitics.
With the understanding of what both realism and balance of power are it becomes
possible to tie them together. Realism asserts that power distribution among states in the
international system, explains the structure of the international system (Wittkopf, Kegley Jr, &
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Scott, 2003, p. 150). This type of structural realism was explained by Kenneth Waltz, who
asserted that only two types of states existed in the international system, both of which were
discussed above. Both multipolar and bipolar international systems were managed through the
balance of power and coalitions were essential in both (Wittkopf et al., 2003, p. 150). If states
saw that one was seeking to dominate the system, the states would form alliances to help ensure
their own existence. While the bipolar system of the Cold War had two superpowers that
dominated the system, they did both seek to dominate through geopolitical coalitions, such as the
North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) and the Warsaw Pact. These coalitions balanced
each side with a level of power that kept the system stable. After the Cold War there was once
again absence of understanding the international system.
After the end of the Cold War, there was a lot of literature that revolved around
globalization. Snow, found that while globalization explained some of the relationships in the
world today, realism was the paradigm that explained geopolitics, which is still quite relevant in
the twenty-first century (Snow, 2004, p. 48). While Snow did not want to oversimplify the role
of realism today, he did develop six propositions that help explain its role:
1. The international system is comprised of sovereign states as the primary units of
analysis.
2. These states have vital interests.
3. Scarcity can injure a state’s vital interest, which can become the concern of the
international community.
4. If scarcity does exist in interstate relations, then power must be used to resolve
differences.
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5. Power is the way that conflict is alleviated in international relations.
6. The state’s instrument of power is military force.
(Snow, 2004, p. 50)
While these propositions regarding realism might seem oversimplified, they give insight
into how they are relevant to geopolitics and vital interest management, such as energy and its
transportation for use. If states are the primary actors in international affairs and scarcity of
resources, such as energy, can be a cause for conflict, there is always the possibility of military
power to resolve a dispute. Clearly, this has great relevance to geopolitics.
If realism is relevant to geopolitics, it should be relevant to specific regions. According
to Nye,
“The United States helps to “shape the environment” (in the words of the
Pentagon’s quadrennial defense review) in various regions, and that is why even
in normal times we keep roughly a hundred thousand troops forward-based in
Europe, the same number in Asia, and some twenty thousand near the Persian
Gulf” (Nye, 2002, p. 144).
The use of realism in geopolitics to balance power in different regions around the world
has been a cornerstone of U.S. policy for years. While some have questioned the way in which
the U.S. exerts its power within these regions, it is clear that it is being done to keep other
regional powers from infringing on vital interests. In the Persian Gulf, that would mainly be
access to oil. The Eurasian continent is one with obvious geopolitical relevance today in relation
to energy and transport, just as Mackinder had termed it the “heartland” so long ago.
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President Carter’s National Security Advisor, Brzezinski, helped him shape a policy that
made energy resources a vital interest in regard to U.S. national security. More specifically, the
policies that were put in place during the Carter administration led to the eventual development
of U.S. Central Command which focused on Central Eurasia. Throughout many of his works,
Brzezinski has alluded to the importance of this region and in one of his more famous pieces, he
reasserts this once again by saying “Eurasia is thus the chessboard on which the struggle for
global primacy continues to be played” (Brzezinski, 1997, p. 31).

He asserts his realist

viewpoint of geopolitics stating that the nation-state continues to be the primary unit of analysis
in international relations and he explains that there are two steps that must be taken in order for
the U.S. to develop a lasting geostrategic policy on the Eurasian continent. He asserts that the
first is to determine the power players in the region and which states will become the catalysts
for future conflict. The second is to develop policies to offset these powers to ensure vitality of
U.S. interests (Brzezinski, 1997, pp. 39-40).
To better understand the region, Brzezinski states the powers which will dominate
Eurasia. He states that France, Germany, Russia, China and India are major players, while
discounting roles of the United Kingdom, Japan and Indonesia. He then states that the Ukraine,
Azerbaijan, South Korea, Turkey and Iran will also be politically relevant (Brzezinski, 1997, p.
41). He further defines Central Asia as the “Global Zone of Percolating Violence” (p. 53).
Understanding where the players in the region may lie is important for understanding how to
balance the power in the region. Now that we understand geopolitics, realism and the balance of
power, along with some of the major players in the Eurasian region, it is important to refine our
focus to a geopolitical game that is currently taking place.
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The New Great Game
From the Russo-Persian Treaty of 1813 to the Anglo-Russian Convention of 1907 a great
strategic conflict took place in Central Asia. The British and Russian empires both had strategic
goals in Central Asia that were a cause for several conflicts over the course of the nineteenth
century. With Russia expanding its sphere of influence into Afghanistan, the British Empire
became nervous about further expansion into India. What became known as the ‘Great Game’
did not come to an end until 1907 when the two powers became worried about German influence
extending into the area. During the Anglo-Russian Convention of 1907, the two empires settled
their dispute to work against the encroaching Germans, which brought to the end the Great
Game. Nearly 85 years later, with the fall of the Soviet Union, the ‘New Great Game’ quickly
became a topic of discussion.
With the fall of the Soviet Union in December of 1991, a vacuum of power and security
in Central Asia was created that drew comparisons to the Great Game (Cuthbertson, 1994, p. 31).
Cuthbertson cautioned against this assertion for many reasons. The Great Game was about
imperial exploration, expansion of trade and projection into a territory of no-man’s land by two
rival powers (Cuthbertson, 1994, p. 31). A “Cold War against an imperial power is being carried
out by its subject peoples, with ad hoc allies drawn from an assortment of other powers, ranging
in size from China and the United States to Turkey and Iran, to tribal groups such as the Tajiks of
Afghanistan” (Cuthbertson, 1994, p. 31). While the Great Game seemed focused on the two
powers of the time, the New Great Game seems as though it was being played between many
states, most importantly the United States and Russia. Cuthbertson did agree, however, that like
the Great Game, this new post-Cold War arena was motivated by states wishing to prevail and
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exclude others from the area. In the case of this new game, there was a significant reason to do
so. There was thought to be large energy reserves in the Caspian Sea basin, which would allow
states with access to their resources to reduce their dependence on the Persian Gulf.

Area of
Interest

Source: (Russian Oil and Natural Gas at a Glance, 2007)
Figure 2.1: New Great Game Pipeline Map
It is important to point out that while the Caspian does not outpace the Persian Gulf in
regard to oil production; it does still have an important role to play. Vice President Dick Cheney
took note of the region, prior to taking the office, in 1998 when he was CEO of Halliburton,
stating “I cannot think of a time when we have had a region emerge as suddenly to become as
strategically significant as the Caspian” (L. Kleveman, 2003, pp. 4-5). President Clinton even
believed that the Caspian had an important role in diversifying the U.S. oil supply, when his
Secretary of Energy, Bill Richardson stated: “We’ve made a substantial political investment in
the Caspian, and its very important to us that both the pipeline map and the politics come out
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right” (L. Kleveman, 2003, p. 7). The energy resources show promise; however, the pipelines
that carry them involve dangerous areas that could cause concern for the stakeholders in the
game (see Figure 2.1 above). This area of geopolitical importance cannot be underestimated in
the years to come. While Kleveman includes Iraq in his discussions of the issue, we will focus
on Central Asian states and the stakeholders of great importance.
To understand the boundaries of the New Great Game, it is necessary to examine those
states involved in the game. From the literature, it appears that the states can be broken into
major players and minor players, much as Brzezinski had explained the region. Klare asserts
that a major power struggle was taking place in the region between the United States and Russia
over energy resources in Azerbaijan, Georgia, Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Tajikistan, Turkmenistan
and Uzbekistan (Klare, 2002, p. 81). This struggle over energy resources is still being played out
today. While there were still ongoing explorations for reserves taking place, Klare depicts an
area abundant with proven and potential energy reserves in 2002 (See Table 2.1 below).
2.1: Oil and Gas Reserves in the Caspian Basin in 2002
State
Proven Oil
Possible Oil
Proven Natural
Reserves in
Reserves in
Gas Reserves in
Billion Barrels Billion Barrels
Trillion Cubic
Feet
Azerbaijan
3.6-12.5
Iran
.1
Kazakhstan
10-17.6
Russia
2.7
Turkmenistan
1.7
Uzbekistan
.3
Total
18.4-34.9
Source: (Klare, 2002, p. 86)

32
15
92
14
80
2
235

11
0
53-83
n/a
98-155
74-88
236-337
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Possible
Natural Gas
Reserves in
Trillion Cubic
Feet
35
11
88
n/a
159
35
328

While examining Table 2.1 above, it is clear that there is much to hope for in the Caspian
basin. The first major investments in the region came in 1993 when Chevron developed a
relationship with Kazakhstan that was worth $20 billion dollars, to develop the Tengiz oil field
on the Caspian coast. The firm, Tengizchevroil eventually included ExxonMobil by allowing
them to buy a twenty five percent share in the company (Klare, 2002, p. 87). Not only did oil
field development come from these investments, but pipeline construction also came forward
through an important partnership called the Caspian Pipeline Consortium. This group built a
pipeline from the Tengiz field to the Russian port of Novorossiysk, in hopes of exporting as
much as 750,000 barrels of oil per day (Klare, 2002, p. 87).
The Azerbaijan International Oil Company was formed by several companies to open up
oil fields in Azerbaijan in 1994. What ended up being an $8 billion investment, promised to
produce oil reserves of three to five billion barrels which promised to intensify investment from
other companies in the region (Klare, 2002, p. 87). While there is obvious promise in the region
for energy resources, it was less clear at the time how those resources would get to outside
consumers such as the U.S. With the U.S. deciding against reliance on Russian pipelines, it was
clear that there would need to be new pipeline development. It was also clear, however, that
China, Turkey and Russia all had interest in the region as well. This question of geopolitical
transportation of energy resources is a primary concern of the New Great Game.
To understand the reasoning behind the New Great Game, it is necessary to take a look at
the catalyst of the conflict. It should be no surprise that there is a large quantity of scholarly
work that has focused on energy and its affect on national security. A trend toward modern oil
resource protection began to take shape in 1980, when President Carter issued what became
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known as the ‘Carter Doctrine’. In a response to the Soviet Union’s invasion of Afghanistan,
Carter’s 1980 State of the Union Address discussed its strategic importance due to the
geographical location of proven oil reserves. Carter stated, “An attempt by any outside force to
gain control of the Persian Gulf region will be regarded as an assault on the vital interests of the
United States of America, and such an assault will be repelled by any means necessary, including
military force” (Carter, 1980). From this point forward, U.S. Presidents have asserted their
influence over the preservation of energy supply and the military has been an integral part of
doing so.
One of the most important books to link oil, security and conflict is Klare’s Resource
Wars (2002). Klare discusses the future of conflict as it relates to all resources. His specific
focus is on water and oil, as those are necessary for economic development and life as we know
it in the twenty-first century. Focusing on these two resources is particularly relevant in Eurasia
where water resources are limited and oil supplies are an integral part of economic development.
In regard to oil, Klare pays particularly close attention to the proven Persian Gulf oil fields and
the future of the Caspian Sea and South China Sea Regions (Klare, 2002). The focus on the
Middle East and Caspian Sea regions are of particular importance, as they lie in the geopolitical
heartland of Mackinder’s theory with obvious transportation issues when it comes to energy.
From Klare’s perspective there are three major potential catalysts for future conflict over
resources, which are demand, shortages and contested supplies.
In Oil, Security, War: The Geopolitics of U.S. Energy Planning, Kretzman begins by
describing an address to the Royal United Services Institute (RUSI) by Robert MacFarlane, who
was President Reagan’s national security adviser (Kretzmann, 2003).
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According to

MacFarlane’s remarks, domestic oil demand should be reduced for national security concerns.
Kretzman acknowledges that this argument might be useful in the future, but he states that as of
right now, the world has a plentiful oil supply. Kretzman states, “If all new exploration for oil
and gas were to stop tomorrow, the wells would not run dry for more than 40 years” (Kretzmann,
2003). Estimates of reserves (discovered oil and gas in the ground) continue to go up as oil
prices go up, as smaller deposits become viable with today’s technological extraction options.
Essentially, Kretzman argues that while we have reserves to last us 40 years, unknown reserves
will take us much further into the future. One of these areas with unknown reserves is at the
center of the New Great Game.
Kretzman goes on to explain that President Jimmy Carter’s doctrine established in his
final State of the Union address, is seen today in U.S. Central Command (CENTCOM), which
was formerly the Rapid Deployment Joint Task Force (RDJTF) as established by Carter. The
Bush administration had used a “security of supply” approach, which the author believed (prior
to the U.S. led invasion of Iraq) was an avenue for justification of an invasion of Iraq. Kretzman
then makes the point that a focus on “green” energy, would leave little reason for future conflicts
with other countries due to “security of supply” (Kretzmann, 2003).
In A New Political Economy of Oil?, Morse discusses the position of the energy market in
the past, present and future. “Petroleum has proven to be the most versatile fuel source ever
discovered”, the author states (Morse, 1999). Morse contends that there are two sectors in the oil
industry: the upstream deals with technological advancements and the downstream deals with
refinement of crude. While this is particularly interesting, Morse does an excellent job of
helping us understand what the Organization of Petroleum Exporting Countries (OPEC) does,
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which is shift the burden onto other companies and governments. It is of particular importance
that we must examine OPEC in closer detail, as when one looks at U.S. oil imports, OPEC far
outpaces the oil rich region of the Persian Gulf (see Figure 2.2 below). OPEC nations include
Algeria, Angola, Ecuador, Indonesia, Iraq, Kuwait, Libya, Nigeria, Qatar, Saudi Arabia, United
Arab Emirates and Venezuela ("U.S. Total Crude Oil and Products Imports,").
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Figure 2.2: U.S. Crude Oil and Petroleum Imports from OPEC and the Persian Gulf 1993-2007
According to Michta, market manipulation has been the result of OPEC’s formation
(Michta, 2008). Since 9/11 oil has gone up considerably and Michta blames that on the shortfalls
of the two wars being fought by the United States. The author believes this price increase is
mainly due to the nationalization of energy production by countries, as their wealth is being
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propped up by the United States, which is now the largest debtor nation in the world. Michta
believes that state control of physical resources is the way to ensure security, as control of supply
is the key to this security. Michta proposes taking an all of the above approach to the supply
problem, focusing on drilling for oil and natural gas in the U.S., along with pushing for
alternative energy solutions.

Michta concludes, “After four decades of arguments that

globalization has all but obliterated traditional realist concerns about resources, we are about to
learn again that there is no substitute for controlling your energy supply” (Michta, 2008). One
way to do so would be through active participation in the New Great Game.
OPEC was founded in 1960 by Iran, Iraq, Kuwait, Saudi Arabia and Venezuela to
influence the supply and price of oil. This cartel of oil producers quickly evolved into a
powerful thirteen state force in the international economy. The thirteen states include Algeria,
Angola, Ecuador, Indonesia, Iran, Iraq, Kuwait, Libya, Nigeria, Qatar, Saudi Arabia, United
Arab Emirates and Venezuela (What is OPEC?, 2008). According to the OPEC Secretariat, over
four-fifths of the world’s proven oil reserves lie within these thirteen states. While these thirteen
hold so much oil, they also hold the valves that can shut off supply of oil.
Approximately twice a year the Oil and Energy Ministers from the member states meet to
discuss production quotas. Making decisions based on forecasted supply and demand, the states
agree to either cut or increase production, in an effort that they claim stabilizes the market (What
is OPEC?, 2008). With control over nearly half of the global oil supply, OPEC obviously holds
great influence over the price with the decisions that are made during these meetings. With the
voracious appetite of global oil demand, the end user has little choice, but to pay whatever price
is necessary. This plays into the hands of the oil cartel, as they can control supply, which
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influences price to their own benefit. With nations making decisions based on their own self
interest, there is little reason to believe that they will manipulate the markets to favor the end
consumer of crude oil products. This further enhances the thought of diversifying the energy
base to account for such actions.
With thirteen nations, there are sure to be some that have unfriendly intentions toward
the U.S. It is no surprise to see that many of these states find themselves on lists that are not all
that glamorous. Iran has found itself on the U.S. State Departments State Sponsors of Terrorism
list since 1984 ("State Sponsors of Terrorism," 2008).

Half of the states in 2008 found

themselves with a ‘Critical’ or ‘In Danger’ designation in the annual Failed States Index, which
measures stability based on twelve indicators. Many leaders from these thirteen nations are
frequently seen making statements against or contrary to U.S. interests. With such influence on
global demand seen in OPEC and with many policies that are contrary to U.S. policy, it becomes
possible to see a pathway to possible conflict in the future. Perhaps capitalizing on the resources
found in Central Asia would alleviate that.
One of the notable scholars that has discussed the stability of oil producing countries,
focuses on what she calls the “paradox of plenty” (Karl, 1999). Throughout Karl’s examination
of oil producing countries, she discusses the inability for these countries to develop meaningful
infrastructure that will help their citizens. Karl focuses on OPEC nations and examines why
such dissimilar oil countries end up in such similar instability, while attaining such great
amounts of wealth. The author states, “What distinguishes oil states from other states, above all
else, is their addiction to oil rents…a skewed set of both political and market incentives so
penetrate all aspects of life that almost anything is eventually up for sale” (Karl, 1999). The
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ability of these rentier states allows them to live beyond their means, through their rents and
through credit. Without a need to control spending, they have no need to provide adequate
services and infrastructure for their citizens. Karl finally states that instead of investing in oil
infrastructure, money should be spent on education and health reforms that will benefit the
citizens and help increase human capital productivity. Karl’s “paradox of plenty” is that when
oil prices go up, reforms in government go down. With the unstable and conflict ridden states of
OPEC and the Persian Gulf having such a huge hold on the energy supply of the rest of the
world, it becomes clear that any potential alternative should be explored. Russia and the U.S.
have found a potential alternative in Central Asia, but there are potential problems that can arise
from energy exploration, development and transportation in such a volatile part of the world.
The potential for conflict over energy resources is quite apparent and with such a large
focus on the Caspian Sea basin, it is no different there. The primary focus in this study will be
on Russia and the U.S., as we are interested in seeing how the balance of power has shifted, if at
all from the existing Russian presence in the region. According to Menon, the U.S. lacked any
interests in Central Asia until 9/11. “The attention paid to Caspian energy after the collapse of
the Soviet Union did not appreciably change Central Asia’s low ranking in American strategic
priorities and public awareness” (Menon, 2003, p. 187). After 9/11 and the insertion of U.S.
forces into Afghanistan and surrounding staging areas, however, the view of the region was
quickly changing, as there would be a need to remain to curb Islamic fundamentalism, along
with protecting the future energy pipelines in the region from sabotage. A real fear of the newly
established energy market in the region, was that corruption and terrorism related to the trade
would destabilize the developing states even further. With the rising prices of Persian Gulf oil
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becoming a factor, Caspian basin energy exploration was picking up and so was U.S. presence in
the area.
The U.S. insertion into the area was quickly becoming a counterbalance to the historical
Russian influence. While U.S. presence was necessitated by a need for prolonged security, the
increasing importance of the oil industry in the region and the burgeoning pipelines were an
added bonus for U.S. strategic imperatives. In 2003, it was widely believed that Russian and
U.S. relations were improving, although “American power has been projected into Russia’s
southern flank” (Menon, 2003, p. 193).

This allowance for projection was mostly due to

Russian weakness and the U.S. strategic alignments in the area with Pakistan, India and the
smaller states.
To better understand the U.S. presence in the region prior to 9/11 Klare examined the
military and economic assistance provided to Armenia, Azerbaijan, Georgia, Kazakhstan,
Kyrgyzstan, Tajikistan, Turkmenistan and Uzbekistan. Of course it is important to note that
prior to 9/11, the U.S. was at a disadvantage in regard to access to the region compared to
Russia. From 1998 through 2000, the U.S. spent $1.06 billion in total aid on the eight states
listed above, from which $175 million was earmarked for security and military measures (Klare,
2002, pp. 95-96). The largest recipient of aid was Georgia, as the Clinton administration
believed it to be vital to U.S. national security.
After the invasion of Iraq in 2003, it was becoming even clearer that the region had
strategic importance for the U.S. While some saw the invasion as a move to secure the Iraqi oil
fields in favor of the U.S., it was becoming clear that “The New Great Game is being played out
not only in the Middle East, but also in other energy-rich regions such as West Africa and the
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Caspian Sea” (L. C. Kleveman, 2003, p. 29). With the increasing world dependence on oil, these
areas were of strategic importance to everyone, including the U.S. The rivalry for oil in the
region was of particular importance to Russia and China, but Moscow found itself pushing its
own production to nearly eight million barrels per day. To pay for new pipeline infrastructure,
however, they needed stability in their own prices, so any opening of Iraqi oil fields would affect
that, which in turn caused Russia to oppose the Iraq war (L. C. Kleveman, 2003, p. 32).
While Russia’s interest in energy resources is apparent, they had an advantage in the
region due to their geographic location. Cuthbertson’s 1994 assessment of the area was telling.
At that point, the Russian economy was in turmoil and there was no thought of challenging the
West. While much of Russia suffered after the Soviet collapse, the military remained intact and
able to formulate policies in central Asia. Cuthbertson cited two short-term military objectives
for the Russians: 1) secure the buffer zones they enjoy from threats and 2) protect the 25 million
Russians in these newly formed nations (Cuthbertson, 1994, p. 33). With fears of Russia losing
its national identity, Cuthbertson believed that they were shirking their new democratically based
reforms and beginning to backslide into a realpolitik approach. By stubbornly forcing their way
into the Transcausasian and Caspian states by arming fighters to overthrow governments, Russia
had footholds in the states through peacekeeping forces. These moves largely went unchecked
by the international community.
According to Klare, Russia had over 22,000 troops serving in the Caspian Sea basin
states as of 1999. In addition to troop deployments to the states, arms and mutual security
agreements were also rather common. For example, Kazakhstan was the recipient of sixteen
fighters, air defense missiles and patrol boats (Klare, 2002, pp. 93-94).
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With such wide

sweeping agreements with the states in the region, it was clear that Russia held an obvious upper
hand in the New Great Game from the beginning.
After the invasion of Iraq, Russia became uneasy with the U.S. presence in Central Asia.
With the U.S. Department of Energy projecting 200 billion barrels of crude oil in the Caspian
basin, the Russians believed they were in competition with the U.S. over access to this vast
amount of wealth (L. C. Kleveman, 2003, p. 32). With Washington supporting pipelines that
would circumvent Russia friendly territory and the Russians and Chinese doing likewise to the
United States, it was clear that the New Great Game was underway and being driven by access to
oil supplies. With oil being a finite resource, finding access in a world of growing dependence is
of the utmost importance.
Russia found itself exerting power with its military and it also found itself fighting
Islamic fundamentalism and the entrance of Chinese power and influence into the region
(Cuthbertson, 1994, p. 37). With China’s shared border and its projection of merchants and
money into the region for such things as oil exploration, Russia appeared to have a potential foe
and little influence from the West in the region. China also found the new found alignment and
U.S. projection worrisome in the area. China had begun acquiring oil fields in Kazakhstan and
began developing ties with Russia, Iran, Pakistan and smaller states as well. These newfound
alliances were quickly making this a region of great strategic importance to the Chinese
leadership. Between Russia, China and the U.S., all found themselves with important strategic
objectives in the area.

China and Russia, however, found themselves more as allies than

enemies.
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Understanding the region as a whole in relation to its energy reserves can be difficult.
There is no legal framework that delineates the ownership of the Caspian resources (Klare, 2002,
p. 98; Makni, 2008). This alone can cause possible conflicts in the region between the states and
the major powers that support the exploration of energy resources. With the advantage in the
region going to Russia, the U.S. has obvious obstacles in asserting influence over the region in
regard to energy extraction and transport. Pipelines are of course another big geopolitical
obstacle that will prove to be a problem in the future.

Source: ("Terrain Map of Central Asia," 2009)
Figure 2.3: New Great Game Terrain
While reserves show great promise in the area, there is one important issue which cannot
be overlooked. Any route that a potential pipeline might take will likely take it through an
unstable area, both in terrain (see Figure 2.3 above), as well as terrorist hot spots. The shortest
route for any oil pipeline would take oil from Azerbaijan and Turkmenistan through Iran, which
of course would not mesh with U.S. policy (Klare, 2002, p. 100). Another route would be from
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the Caspian to the port in Novorossiysk, which of course takes advantage of Russian (former
Soviet pipelines). Yet another route would take resources through Georgia to the port of Supsa,
however, this passes through problem territories, such as Abkhazia and South Ossetia, which
house Russian peacekeeping troops (Klare, 2002; Makni, 2008). This route led to problems in
August of 2008, when Russian forces attempted to control this area and it will prove to be a
problem area in the future. Yet another route would be one that heads toward Tbilisi, Georgia
and turns toward the port of Ceyhan, Turkey, which is most favorable to the U.S. due to its
relationship with Turkey. This has become known as the Baku-Ceyhan pipeline (Klare, 2002, p.
102; Makni, 2008). Other pipeline routes could run through Pakistan, Afghanistan and even
China. China and Kazakhstan have in fact, forged an agreement to take this line from the
Aktyubinsk oil field to the dangerous Xinjiang province (Klare, 2002, p. 104). With pipelines
and proposed pipelines running through such areas, it is clear that a potential for conflict exists in
the future.
Much of the possibility of conflict comes from the instability of the region itself. With
the presence of Islamic fundamentalists, as well as unstable governments, a potential for conflict
exists. Aid and arms agreements are already being used in the region to stabilize governments
and could lead to conflicts in the future between the U.S. and Russia, as they try to balance the
region in their favor. From the information found in the literature, it becomes clear who the
major players are in the New Great Game. There are sixteen states which are involved in our
model: United States; Russia; Armenia; Georgia; Azerbaijan; Iran; Turkey; Turkmenistan;
Tajikistan; Kyrgyzstan; Uzbekistan; Kazakhstan; China; India; Afghanistan; and Pakistan,
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however, we will focus on the strategy to balance the power in the region between the United
States and Russia.
Throughout this chapter we have examined geopolitics and the importance of realism and
the balance of power theory to evaluate international relations. We then examined the New
Great Game, focusing on the players involved and how energy relates to national security
matters. Now that we have an understanding of the New Great Game’s causes and players, we
can examine how the New Great Game could be studied through the expected utility voting
model.
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CHAPTER 3: THE NEW GREAT GAME: DEVELOPING THE
EXPECTED UTILITY MODEL
The expected utility model is a widely used model and one which takes on many different
forms. Before examining the expected utility model more closely, it would first be useful to
briefly discuss game theory. “Game theory can be defined as the study of mathematical models
of conflict and cooperation between intelligent and rational decision-makers” (Myerson, 1991, p.
1). Obviously for there to be conflict or cooperation, there must be two or more players that
affect the game. Game theory has been known as conflict analysis, decision theory and rational
choice theory. A game is a situation with two or more individuals, which are known as players
who are expected to maximize their own utility or results from the given situation. According to
Myerson (1991), game theory is mostly due to the work of Zermelo (1913), Borel (1921), von
Neumann (1928) and von Neumann and Morgenstern (1953).

In fact, von Neumann and

Morgenstern developed the modern day theory of a rational decision maker, as stated above
(1953).
While expected utility is a form of game theory, expected utility does not necessarily take
the form of a monetary payoff (Myerson, 1991). This is important because utility can be found
in many different forms especially when discussing the social sciences. According to Davis, “A
utility function is simply a “quantification” of a person’s preferences with respect to certain
objects” (Davis, 1970, p. 62). Davis also expresses six conditions that guarantee the existence of
a utility function: 1) Everything is comparable; 2) preference and indifference are transitive; 3) a
player is indifferent when equivalent prizes are substituted in a lottery; 4) a player will always
gamble with good odds; 5) the more likely the preferred prize, the better the lottery; and 6)
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players are indifferent to gambling (Davis, 1970). With a basic understanding of what utility is,
we can start applying it to conflict and policy decisions.
Bruce Bueno de Mesquita has modified his expected utility model over several decades.
One of the most influential pieces on the understanding of conflict stems from his book The War
Trap (Bueno De Mesquita, 1983). To understand the theory used in this work, one must
understand a few assumptions. His assumptions are: 1) war decisions are made by a single
leader; 2) leaders are rational expected utility maximizers; 3) differences in orientations toward
risk influence leader decision making; 4) uncertainty regarding adversary behavior affects
decision making; and 5) the power a state can use in war declines with geographical distance
(Bueno De Mesquita, 1983, p. 20). Using Correlates of War data (D. J. Singer & Small, 1972),
Bueno de Mesquita was able to validate his expected utility model, by using historical conflicts.
The data that Bueno de Mesquita used has become a reliable source in understanding
conflict. It is important to note that instead of focusing on the entire international system, he
examined conflict through geopolitical subsystems (Bueno De Mesquita, 1983, p. 95). The unit
of analysis that he used was called a dyad or a pair of warring states. Using these dyads, Bueno
de Mesquita used the Correlates of War national capabilities index, taking into account three
dimensions, which were military, industrial and demographic.
Bueno de Mesquita found that a good indicator of policy differences or preferences could
be found in military alliance portfolios, which were found in the Correlates of War data. These
security portfolios were based on four types of situations: 1) Defense pact where a mutual
agreement to defend one another in the event of an attack exists; 2) Neutrality pact where an
agreement not to attack one another in the event of an attack from another state was in place; 3)
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Entente, where an agreement to consultations between states in times of war was in place; and 4)
No agreement. These types of alliances (or lack thereof) were able to be correlated in to
Kendall’s Tau B coefficient, to determine differences in utility. The use of these two variables in
particular, is notable and would be used again in later work. Bueno de Mesquita revised the
model to refine the risk taking aspect of the model during a later piece, which then became the
basis for future work (Bueno De Mesquita, 1985).
Another contribution made to the study of expected utility in regard to conflict was
found in Bueno de Mesquita and Lalman’s War and Reason (Bueno De Mesquita & Lalman,
1992). In this piece, the authors took the model from The War Trap and expanded it into an
explanation of the conduct of international affairs.

Through their development of the

International Interaction Game, they found a way in which international affairs could be better
understood, particularly in relation to crises. This decision tree uses data from the Correlates of
War as well and provides an understanding of the process of international interaction.
Finally, the voting model (named after the median voter theory) was developed to help
determine likely outcomes for policy decisions and conflicts (Bueno De Mesquita, 1994; Bueno
de Mesquita, 1998; Bueno De Mesquita et al., 1985). By focusing on power, preference and
salience (the importance one puts on an issue), it then becomes possible to determine likely
outcomes based on Black’s median voter theorem (Black, 1958). Through the use of this
theorem, which states that a policy decision is won by the vote of the median voter, potential
votes and conflicts could be forecast to determine potential outcomes. As mentioned earlier, the
voting model has been used by the Department of Defense and the Central Intelligence Agency
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and was found to be accurate at least ninety percent of the time (Feder, 2002). We will be using
this model to forecast the New Great Game based on information only known in 1992 and 1993.
The expected utility voting model is wide ranging in the sense that it seeks to predict how
policy choices from people, groups and states change over time (Bueno de Mesquita, 1998, p.
134). Since these often involve competing interests, influence from these competing interests is
often part of the equation when trying to change players’ positions. By changing other players’
positions, the primary stakeholders hope to build alliances or coalitions in favor of their preferred
choice. According to Bueno de Mesquita, building a coalition can have problems such as
disagreements over the best decision, success of some efforts over others in building coalitions
and making rational choices and maximizing their own expected utility instead of looking out for
the greater good (Bueno de Mesquita, 1998, p. 135). Essentially, leaders seek to maximize their
own position by pursuing the largest benefits at the lowest cost, always trying to improve their
status quo (we assume the player does not make a choice that will make them worse off).
Improvement in position is done through coalition or alliance building.
Seeing that coalition building is the avenue in which one maximizes their policy
satisfaction, the expected utility model judges success in policy formation and execution based
on Black’s median voter theorem (Black, 1958).

According to Bueno de Mesquita,

unidimensionality and single peaked utility functions are needed to utilize the median voter
theorem (Bueno De Mesquita, 1994, p. 72). In Black’s theorem, the median or middle voter is
the desired outcome when dealing with the need for a simple majority to win (Black, 1958).
While the theorem does have shortcomings when dealing with multi-dimensional issues, this
theorem lends itself nicely for judging the balance of power in international and regional
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systems. Seeing that balance of power in the international system is based on coalitions, it is
important to understand how players relate to one another.

Black’s Median Voter Theorem: An
Example
Becky

•
•
•
•
•

John

•
•
•
•

Todd
Patricia
Erik
John

Known Votes

Tom
Gloria
Laura
Becky
Matt

Median/Unknown Vote
Determines the Election
and Power on the Board

Figure 3.1: Black’s Median Voter Theorem: An Example
To further understand the median voter theory, it would be useful to give an example.
Let us assume that there are two people, John and Becky that are being voted on as
chairman/woman of a local advisory board. This board has nine people on it and these nine
members will select a chairman from among themselves. The vote will be determined by simple
majority. It is well known that John will have the votes from Todd, Patricia, Erik and himself, as
they typically vote together on organizational decisions. Likewise, it is also known that Becky
will have the votes from Tom, Gloria, Laura and herself as they are typically allied in votes on
the organization. Matt is known as being the swing-vote in most decisions and is the unknown
41

vote going in to the election for the new chairman/woman. Matt knows that there are just as
many people that are voting for John, as there are for Becky and since he has no position at this
point, he is the median voter.
John and Becky have drastically different views on where they want the organization to
go. As they line up votes for their election, they expect that the others voting for them will share
their vision and direction for the organization. Matt historically favors the positions of those that
Becky has and slightly favors her as chairwoman.

As Matt decides his choice for

chairman/woman, he is tilting the election in one direction and deciding the ultimate outcome.
Essentially, the median voter is deciding who will have the power on the board for the next year
and since Matt is the median voter in most circumstances, his closeness in position to Becky
gives a favorable outlook for her agenda.
For the sake of this study, we focus on the median voter expected utility model, from
which we will be able to judge the outcomes in the struggle for the balance of power in Central
Asia as well as the continuation of the game.

The median voter model is based on the

assumption that the median vote within the system being studied decides where the policy
preference of the group lies (Black, 1958). The study, in regard to the balance of power, will be
modeled after Bueno de Mesquita’s study of the Cold War (Bueno de Mesquita, 1998). This
study effectively showed the reliability in the model mirroring a positive U.S. outcome from 67
percent to 78 percent of the time, depending on the way in which outcomes are defined. With
such a positive outcome, there is hope for the same in regard to the study of the New Great
Game. This chapter will largely focus on the development of the model, which will then be
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analyzed in Chapter 4. We will now focus on the population of cases, the variables and the
simulation model.
Population of Cases
The Correlates of War (COW) Project has been a valuable resource for scholars of
international conflict since 1963, when David J. Singer founded it ("Project History," 2008).
Along with Melvin Small, Singer developed a data set dating back to the post-Napoleonic era
and published The Wages of War which gave insight into war and its definition (D. J. Singer &
Small, 1972). Since then the project has continuously updated its data and now carries most data
through 2000 and even is beginning to compile and release some data through 2008. The data
sets found in the COW project have been widely used by international relations scholars and they
have been useful in better understanding the nature of conflict. Seeing that most data runs from
1816 through 2000, covering every country, on such issues as interstate disputes, locations,
alliances, capabilities, contiguity and trade (to name a few), it can be quite cumbersome and
difficult to generate and work with the data and form it into useable data sets. A piece of
software generated by the former Interim Director and current Associate Director of the project
has made it much easier to compile the data which is needed.
Bennett (the current Associate Director of COW) and Stam developed the Expected
Utility Generation Data Management Program (EUGene) to help ease some of the frustrations in
working with the extensive data sets of COW, along with other relevant data sets. The software
generates data sets based on years, countries, dyads (country versus country) and a plethora of
different expected utility variables. “Earlier software made available to generate expected utility
data (the Tolstoy program) had some problems and limitations in its design which EUGene
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corrects” (Bennett & Stam, 2000, p. 1). With such a wide array of choices available through
EUGene, one can use the data for many different types of studies of international conflict. For
this study, it is particularly useful in generating data on alliances and capabilities of the sixteen
states involved in the New Great Game.
To study the balance of power through the median voter based expected utility model, it
is important to understand what information is needed.

As stated earlier, the model uses

salience, power and preference to determine shifts in policy positions. By doing so, it then
becomes possible to determine the median voter for each year and where that median voter falls
on the balance of power continuum. It also allows us to predict a continuation or conflict
between the U.S. and Russia, without the influence of others. In this study, we compiled data for
sixteen states involved in the New Great Game.

As seen in previous studies (Bueno De

Mesquita, 1994; Bueno de Mesquita, 1998; Bueno De Mesquita et al., 1985), the voter model has
used capabilities to address power, alliances to address preference and random salience (which is
set at 1 and randomized between 0 and 1 for every state throughout the simulations using
uniform distribution).
Like in anything, power can be defined in many different ways; however, in this study we
determine power to be that of capabilities. The COW project has a data set that contains the
capabilities of all states from 1816 through 2000. The COW National Capabilities Index (CINC)
is comprised from data on national capabilities that come from six indicators. These indicators
are the state’s iron and steel consumption, urban population, total population, total military
expenditures, total military personnel and energy consumption. These measures of power are
valuable, as they are part of the equation for determining the state’s position in the balance of
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power. As with the study on the Cold War, these measures are normalized to 100 in the model
itself.
To understand CINC, it is important to focus on the six indicators, which fall into three
broader and more widely accepted categories in regard to discerning material strength. These
can be seen in Figures 3.2 through 3.7 below. Demographics, industry and military dimensions
are widely thought of as key components in determining strength, but obviously these can be
measured in different ways. For the CINC, the COW project uses the six specific indicators
knowing that there could be other possible indicators that are just as useful; however, they
believe that these help achieve a comprehensive snapshot of material strength or power (Bayer et
al., 2005, pp. 3-4).

Source: (Bayer et al., 2005)
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Figure 3.2: CINC: Total Population

Source: (Bayer et al., 2005)
Figure 3.3: CINC: Urban Population

Source: (Bayer et al., 2005)
Figure 3.4: CINC: Military Personnel
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Source: (Bayer et al., 2005)
Figure 3.5: CINC: Military Expenditures

Source: (Bayer et al., 2005)
Figure 3.6: CINC: Energy Consumption
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Source: (Bayer et al., 2005)
Figure 3.7: CINC: Iron and Steel Consumption
Alliances in the COW data set are based on the dyad-year unit of analysis (Bennett &
Stam, 2000; Gibler & Sarkees, 2005). This means that every state that you select during a year,
will be scored in one of four alliance types against the other player (from which the two form a
“dyad”). The strongest type of alliance is that of the Defense Pact. A Defense Pact, which COW
codes as 1, is an alliance in which there is a mutual agreement to come to one another’s aid in
cases of conflict. The next most important alliance type is a Neutrality Pact, coded by COW as
2, which is agreement between two states, not to attack a state if that state has been attacked by
another. The third most important alliance is that of Entente, coded as 3 in COW, where
consulting will be done between the two states in cases of conflict. What COW codes as number
4 is seen as No Agreement (Bennett & Stam, 2000; Gibler & Sarkees, 2005). While these are
very helpful when constructing contingency tables, they are difficult to use in studies in which
scores showing a correlation or relationship are integral.
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To provide a score in which policy positions can be judged, it becomes necessary to score
the data in a useable manner. Through many different iterations, Bueno de Mesquita used
Kendall’s Tau b correlation coefficient to show alliance portfolio scores between dyads (Bueno
De Mesquita, 1983, 1985; Bueno de Mesquita, 1998; Bueno De Mesquita & Lalman, 1992;
Bueno De Mesquita et al., 1985). Alliance portfolio scores are essentially the agreements that
one state has with other states in a given year. Bueno de Mesquita effectively developed Tau b
scores from COW data sets and used them to determine the positions in his Cold War study. By
weighting these scores with capabilities (power) and random salience, he was effectively able to
use them to determine positioning in the balance of power continuum. While it was effective in
showing the possibilities of the voting model used, there were some suggestions for
improvements that have been made since then in regard to alliance portfolio scores.
Signorino and Ritter presented a need for a new type of alliance score (Signorino &
Ritter, 1999). In their study, they pointed out that while Tau b effectively showed similarity
between states, it fails to take into account the non-agreements that are most prevalent in the
system. They assert that just because state A shares the same non-agreement states as state B, it
does not mean that they necessarily share the same policy position. Lack of agreement can be
made for a variety of reasons, so it is problematic when many states have no agreements with
many of the same states. They also point out that perfectly negative scores, do not necessarily
mean complete dissimilarity. They make it clear that there is a need for an alternative measure,
which they kindly provide.
Since no correlation measure seems to be appropriate in measuring similarity in this
instance, there is a need for a new measure, which Signorino and Ritter state as “our conception
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of “similarity” is very specific: the closer two states are in the policy space—i.e., the closer their
revealed policy positions—the more “similar” their revealed policy positions” (Signorino &
Ritter, 1999). They explain that if there are two states with their own policy portfolios (which
Signorino and Ritter state could range from alliances to U.N. resolutions), it would be possible to
see their differences in regard to policy space. So they devise an equation for their new score of
Similarity (S) (see Figure 3.8 below).
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S*(Pi, Pj, W, L)=1-2d(Pi, Pj, W, L)/dmax (W, L)
Where:
 Pi = state i’s policy portfolio
 Pj = state j’s policy portfolio
 d(Pi, Pj, W, L) = distance metric between policy positions in space
or:
N

∑ wk /Δkmax | lk (pik) - lk (pik) |
k=1

 dmax (W, L) = maximum distance between portfolios (-1, 1) or:
=
max d(Xi, Xj, W, L)
x i, x j
=
N

∑ wk /Δkmax (lk max - lk min)
k=1

=
N

∑ wk
k=1

Source: (Signorino & Ritter, 1999)
Figure 3.8: Calculation of S
By using Δkmax normalization is possible when dimensions differ and will fall somewhere
between -1 and 1. The ability to weight alliances (W), allows S to show that not all alliances are
equally important indicators while examining interests between states (Signorino & Ritter,
1999). With the advantage that S gives us in examining alliances, it is possible to use an
unweighted S score, and weight it by capability in the model and then use random salience to
forecast off of that. Now that we have an understanding of which variables are used in the study,
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we list them below before moving into applying the model to the simulation for this study (See
Table 3.2 below).
3.1: Variables and Coding
Variable

Description
United States
USA
Russia
RUS
Armenia
ARM
Georgia
GRG
Azerbaijan
AZE
Iran
IRN
Turkey
TUR
Afghanistan
AFG
Turkmenistan
TKM
Tajikistan
TAJ
Kyrgyzstan
KYR
Uzbekistan
UZB
Kazakhstan
KZK
China
CHN
India
IND
Pakistan
PAK
year
Year of observation
cap
National Capabilities Index normalized to 100
US
S score unweighted toward US
Russia
S score unweighted toward Russia
Preference
US Post Salience – Russia Post Salience
BOP Position
Policy Position on Continuum
BOP/Median
Median Voter
Source: (Bennett & Stam, 2000; Gibler & Sarkees, 2005; Reiter, 2000; J. D. Singer, 1972; Small
& Singer, 1969)
The availability of EUGene and the COW data makes it possible to manipulate years,
states and variables in such a way that it becomes possible to easily reformulate study design and
also verify the study through adjoining years. Since the world changes so quickly, it is possible
for there to be shocks and unexpected events that could completely change the path that a state is
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going down. To account for these random shocks that occur, it is necessary to control for that
through the use of many simulations, making it possible to generalize any outcome that is found
over those simulations. We will now examine the methods for doing so.
Model and Simulation Development
As explained above, the international system is prone to unexpected shocks. These
shocks can take the form of assassinations, terrorist attacks, and financial collapse, for example.
To combat these issues while forecasting, one must control for them. In the voting model,
forecasting is done through a series of simulations and iterations to control for these issues.
Bueno de Mesquita uses this method effectively in his study of the Cold War (Bueno de
Mesquita, 1998). In this study, the author uses the 36 most powerful states in the world and
studies them for a range of 50 years (from 1948 through 1998). To control for any hindsight, as
this would greatly compromise the validity of the model, Bueno de Mesquita uses data only from
1948. The variables used to simulate the years following 1948 are the same one’s expressed
above (although he uses Tau b instead of S).
The expected utility model based on the median voter theorem uses the variables
discussed above. The model essentially takes each state and assigns it a voting preference. This
is done by assuming that data being used is given by experts in the field of study that know how
to collect it. To assign it a voting preference it is important to have a way of judging power,
preference and salience (Bueno De Mesquita, 1994; Bueno de Mesquita, 1998; Bueno De
Mesquita et al., 1985). First, power is judged in this case by capabilities from the COW (as
described above, this is done using six indicators).

It is normalized with the other states

capabilities to add up to 100, thus showing power within the states being studied (See Table 3.1).
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Preference, or difference in utility, is determined by focusing on the question at hand,
which in this case would be: shall state i align itself with state j or state k? Each state has a
position of Similarity (S) with each other actor, which is determined through the formula above
(See Figure 3.8). A state then determines its preference between the two choices, by subtracting
one S score from another. The resulting score is known as its difference in utility or preference,
showing either a negative score or a positive score, depending on which state is preferred. The
third variable used in the model is that of salience, which is how important the particular position
is to each actor. This variable ranges from 0 to 1 (1 being most important). To understand how
these variables fit together, we show the formula Bueno de Mesquita used and then explain it.

(vjkia | xj, xk) = (ci)(si)(uixj-uixk)
Source: (Bueno De Mesquita, 1994; Bueno de Mesquita, 1998; Bueno De Mesquita et al., 1985)
Figure 3.9: Calculation of the Expected Utility Model
As one can see from Figure 3.9 above (also see Figure 3.10 below), “the vote or power
mobilized by actor i in a comparison of two alternatives (xj and xk) is equal to the potential
capabilities of i discounted by how important the issue is to i (in other words, si) and by how
much i prefers one proposal to the other (uixj-uixk)” (Bueno De Mesquita, 1994; Bueno De
Mesquita et al., 1985). For the sake of this study, the outcome used to evaluate research question
two, is determined by the median vote or position by the states is the balance of power or the
winning position. In other words, whichever state gets the most votes, wins the balance of power
competition.
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Figure 3.10: New Great Game: Expected Utility Model
To forecast the balance of power from year to year, while only using data from 1992, we
will use the same methods as were used to study the Cold War (Bueno de Mesquita, 1998).
Using the formula above, it is possible to take the data from COW and develop base numbers for
our models (See Table 3.2, 3.3 and 3.4 below). We will assume that everyone has the same
salience for the issue of coalition building, which we set at 1. By using these variables, we the
place them into a useable spreadsheet based model, in which to perform the simulation.
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3.2: New Great Game: Initial Information in 1992
cap
USA

33.40525

RUS

14.66332

ARM

0.105612

GRG

0.224563

AZE

0.294823

IRN

2.523781

TUR

2.998922

TKM

0.16342

TAJ

0.084934

KYR

0.085823

UZB

0.727496

KZK

1.032102

CHN

26.66034

IND

14.03788

AFG

0.310609

PAK

2.679419

US

1
0.303704
0.288889
0.288889
0.288889
0.461538
1
0.540741
0.540741
0.540741
0.540741
0.540741
0.496296
0.481481
0.540741
0.511111

US
Salience

1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1

US Post
Salience

Russia
Salience

Russia
1

0.303704
0.288889
0.288889
0.288889
0.461538
1
0.540741
0.540741
0.540741
0.540741
0.540741
0.496296
0.481481
0.540741
0.511111

-0.93496
1
0.896296
0.896296
0.896296
0.820513
0.303704
0.896296
0.896296
0.896296
0.896296
0.896296
0.896296
0.837037
0.896296
0.866667

BOP/Median

1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1

Russia
Post
Salience

preference

-0.93496

1.934959

1

-0.6963

0.896296

-0.60741

0.896296

-0.60741

0.896296

-0.60741

0.820513

-0.35898

0.303704

0.696296

0.896296

-0.35556

0.896296

-0.35556

0.896296

-0.35556

0.896296

-0.35556

0.896296

-0.35556

0.896296

-0.4

0.837037

-0.35556

0.896296

-0.35556

0.866667

-0.35556

BOP
position

64.63779
-10.21
-0.06415
-0.1364
-0.17908
-0.90597
2.088137
-0.0581
-0.0302
-0.03051
-0.25867
-0.36697
-10.6641
-4.99125
-0.11044
-0.95268
-0.15774

Source: (Bennett & Stam, 2000; Gibler & Sarkees, 2005; Reiter, 2000; J. D. Singer, 1972; Small & Singer, 1969)
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3.3: New Great Game: Initial Information in 1993
cap
USA
RUS
ARM
GRG
AZE
IRN
TUR
TKM
TAJ
KYR
UZB
KZK
CHN
IND
AFG
PAK
BOP/Median

34.8
12.7
0.1087
0.1561
0.2761
2.5789
3.1377
0.151
0.0798
0.0858
0.7353
0.8625
27.2938
14.1302
0.3244
2.7432

US
1
0.360544
0.346939
0.346939
0.346939
0.461538
1
0.540741
0.540741
0.540741
0.540741
0.540741
0.496296
0.481481
0.540741
0.511111

Salience
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1

US Post
Salience
1
0.360544
0.346939
0.346939
0.346939
0.461538
1
0.540741
0.540741
0.540741
0.540741
0.540741
0.496296
0.481481
0.540741
0.511111

Russia
-0.93496
1
0.904762
0.904762
0.904762
0.820513
0.487179
0.896296
0.896296
0.896296
0.896296
0.896296
0.851852
0.837037
0.896296
0.866667

Salience
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1

Russia
Post
Salience
-0.93496
1
0.904762
0.904762
0.904762
0.820513
0.487179
0.896296
0.896296
0.896296
0.896296
0.896296
0.851852
0.837037
0.896296
0.866667

preference
1.934959
-0.63946
-0.55782
-0.55782
-0.55782
-0.35898
0.512821
-0.35556
-0.35556
-0.35556
-0.35556
-0.35556
-0.35556
-0.35556
-0.35556
-0.35556

BOP
position
67.33657
-8.12109
-0.06064
-0.08708
-0.15401
-0.92576
1.609078
-0.05369
-0.02837
-0.03051
-0.26144
-0.30667
-9.70447
-5.02408
-0.11534
-0.97536
-0.13468

Source: (Bennett & Stam, 2000; Gibler & Sarkees, 2005; Reiter, 2000; J. D. Singer, 1972; Small & Singer, 1969)
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3.4: New Great Game: Initial Information in 1992 Without China
cap
USA

45.8244

RUS

20.11475

ARM

0.144875

GRG

0.30805

AZE

0.40443

IRN

3.462055

TUR

4.11384

TKM

0.224175

TAJ

0.11651

KYR

0.11773

UZB

0.99796

KZK

1.41581

IND

19.25679

AFG

0.426085

PAK

3.675555

US

1
0.303704
0.288889
0.288889
0.288889
0.461538
1
0.540741
0.540741
0.540741
0.540741
0.540741
0.481481
0.540741
0.511111

US
Salience

1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1

US Post
Salience

Russia
Salience

Russia
1

0.303704
0.288889
0.288889
0.288889
0.461538
1
0.540741
0.540741
0.540741
0.540741
0.540741
0.481481
0.540741
0.511111

-0.93496
1
0.896296
0.896296
0.896296
0.820513
0.303704
0.896296
0.896296
0.896296
0.896296
0.896296
0.837037
0.896296
0.866667

BOP/Median

1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1

Russia
Post
Salience

preference

-0.93496

1.934959

1

-0.6963

0.896296

-0.60741

0.896296

-0.60741

0.896296

-0.60741

0.820513

-0.35898

0.303704

0.696296

0.896296

-0.35556

0.896296

-0.35556

0.896296

-0.35556

0.896296

-0.35556

0.896296

-0.35556

0.837037

-0.35556

0.896296

-0.35556

0.866667

-0.35556

BOP
position

88.66834
-14.0058
-0.088
-0.18711
-0.24565
-1.24279
2.86445
-0.07971
-0.04143
-0.04186
-0.35483
-0.5034
-6.84687
-0.1515
-1.30687
-0.18711

Source: (Bennett & Stam, 2000; Gibler & Sarkees, 2005; Reiter, 2000; J. D. Singer, 1972; Small & Singer, 1969)
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The simulations are done using @Risk 5.0 academic version software ("@Risk 5.0,"
2008). Another software program that could be used is Crystal Ball; however, this study will
utilize @Risk 5.0 due to its use of Excel spreadsheets. Using Excel based software for the
simulations makes it easy to replicate models and test multiple situations. Just as in the Cold
War study, this study will undertake 100 simulations for generality. Each simulation will have
25 iterations, which will account for one year each, starting in 1992 (or 1993 in the 1993 model)
and running until 2017 (or 2018 in the 1993 model). While Bueno de Mesquita’s iterations
equaled two years, he asserted that one year would be appropriate as well, but iterations should
represent no less than one year (Bueno de Mesquita, 1998). Capabilities and position will
remain constant over these simulations, while salience will be randomized against preferences.
All states are assumed to have a starting salience of 1, which will be randomized using Mersenne
Twister as a pseudo-random number generator and will then be added in to the equation for the
model. These random numbers between 0 and 1 will allow for the possibility of any sort of
preference shock due to unexpected events during these 25 years.
In order for there to be truly random salience, it is important to use a distribution which
can account for something with truly bounded limits between 0 and 1, along with the possibility
for any number in between to be equally as likely as the next. This helps to account for
something such as a coup or a turn toward domestic problems from a focus on foreign policy.
For instance, perhaps a state views the New Great Game as incredibly important one year, but
due to a pandemic at home, they turn their full attention to funding and fighting the disease, thus
diminishing the salience of the New Great Game.
distribution (see Figure 3.11 as an example).
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To account for this we use uniform

Source: ("@Risk 5.0," 2008)
Figure 3.11: Uniform Distribution for Salience
The Cold War study was set up with many different simulations to represent the different
paths that could be taken during the time period (Bueno de Mesquita, 1998). Doing so, makes it
possible to assess the probability of either Russian or U.S. success in the New Great Game over
the 25 years. This also makes it possible to see whether or not the situation in 2000 was path
dependent or whether there was some sort of information known in 1992 (or 1993) that could
have predicted it. @Risk uses the Monte Carlo simulation, but Mersenne Twister will be the
pseudo-random number generator and will now be discussed briefly.
The Monte Carlo method was first used during World War II to develop the atom bomb
("Monte Carlo Simulation," 2008). By using the Monte Carlo method, one builds a number of
possible outcomes by randomly assigning numbers based on a probability distribution. This
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simulation model actually got its name from the casino town in Monaco and has been used in
everything from retirement planning to supply chain distribution ("Monte Carlo Simulation,"
2008). In order for @Risk to generate random numbers for salience in the expected utility
model, a random number generator is needed. @Risk provides a wide selection of proven
random number generators, but for this study, Mersenne Twister will be used to generate the
values for salience.
Mersenne Twister (MT) was developed by Matsumoto and Nishimura in 1997
(Matsumoto & Nashimura, 1998, p. 4). This generator improved on the developers’ TGFSR
algorithm that they introduced in 1992 and later improved in 1994. When MT was introduced as
an F2 type generator, it was made to have a period length of Mersenne prime (Matsumoto &
Nashimura, 1998, p. 4).

When compared with other generators such as COMBO, KISS

ran_array, rand, taus88 and TT800, MT has the longest period and the developers believe that it
would be best paired with Monte Carlo simulation for fast number generation (Matsumoto &
Nashimura, 1998, p. 5). With the ability to generate quickly, MT will be quite useful within the
@Risk program, while running 100 simulations with 25 iterations.
To evaluate the external validity, we use three separate models. This study evaluates the
model using only the data from 1992, but to test the validity of the model, we also run a separate
simulation with data known only in 1993. We also use the 1992 model and remove China to test
whether the outcomes are dependent upon the states involved. If similar outcomes are found, it
will strengthen the model and show that it may have greater consistency.
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Outcomes
After the simulations are run, we must evaluate the model and what was discovered in
relation to the research questions posed in Chapter 1. It will be necessary to judge how effective
the simulation was at forecasting the events that can be verified in 2000 by COW data. The
2000-2017 (or 2018 with the 1993 model) simulations are evaluated and based on the success or
failure of the models from 1992 (1993)-2000. To judge different outcomes, Bueno de Mesquita
came up with a two methods which we will utilize to address our first two research questions.
As stated in Chapter 1, the first research question is:


Does the model accurately predict the continuing New Great Game based only on the
data (numbers) from 1992 (and 1993)?

To evaluate this research question, we have developed a null hypothesis below:


H01: The model accurately predicts the continuing New Great Game based only on the
data (numbers) from 1992 (and 1993).

Or


H01: Actual Data Model = Simulated Forecast Models

Bueno de Mesquita’s first method has five different types of outcomes, which we will use to
evaluate the first research question. The five different outcomes can be broken into a slow
victory (for either side) (see Figure 3.12), a quick victory (for either side) (see Figure 3.13) or
continuation of the conflict (see Figure 3.14). Victory, is defined as a point when the two
adversaries converge in one of the adversary’s positions (either positively or negatively) on the
balance of power scale (Bueno de Mesquita, 1998). If no convergence takes place, the game
continues. If a continuation takes place, then the first method can be used to determine the
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change in strength of such outcome. We should expect a continuation of the conflict to be seen
in 2000 if the model is accurate.

State A

Balance of
Power
Position
State B
Slow State A Victory
Figure 3.12: Balance of Power: Quick Victory
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State A

Balance of
Power
Position

State B

Quick State A Victory
Figure 3.13: Balance of Power: Slow Victory

State A

Balance of
Power
Position
State B
Continuation of Conflict
Figure 3.14: Balance of Power: Continuation
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We will judge the goodness of fit from the simulations to the actual data (or null
hypothesis), through a statistical test that will judge whether there is a significant difference. We
use Pearson’s Chi-Square test, which evaluates the null hypothesis by judging the closeness in
positions between observed (Oi) and expected (Ei) frequencies based on a theoretical distribution
(see Figure 3.15).

By judging the frequency in the simulations and judging them against the

actual outcome, we are able to see if there is a statistically significant difference between the
two.

Source: ("@Risk 5.0," 2008)
Figure 3.15: Pearson’s Chi-Square Test
The second research question is answered in the same manner, but it is based on different
outcomes, as defined by Bueno de Mesquita. The second research question is:


Does the model accurately predict a weak Russian outcome in the regional balance of
power based only on the data (numbers) from 1992 (and 1993)?

To evaluate this research question, we have developed a null hypothesis below:


H02: The model accurately predicts a weak Russian outcome in the regional balance of
power based only on the data (numbers) from 1992 (and 1993).

Or


H02: Actual Data Model = Simulated Forecast Models
To evaluate this second null hypothesis, we use outcomes based on the median voter or

balance of power point, where four outcomes could be determined. Using this method, we
consider weak outcomes to reflect shifts in balance of power with 10 points of the original
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median (see Figure 3.16 below). Shifts beyond 10 points will be considered a strong outcome
for the emerging party (Bueno de Mesquita, 1998) (see Figure 3.17 below). This makes it
possible to determine probability of outcomes from the 100 simulations to judge the accuracy of
the voting model. If the voting model shows a probability of a weak Russian outcome, then we
can judge the forecasting model to be accurate. It is important that we understand that the intent
is not to look at path specific outcomes, but rather to show whether there was a probability based
on the initial 1992 (and 1993) conditions that would indicate a weak Russian outcome in 2000.
Once again, to judge the goodness of fit, this will be analyzed by using Pearson’s Chi-Square
(see Figure 3.15).

This will allow us to judge whether there is a statistically significant

difference between the forecasted models and the actual data.

State A

BOP < 10 points from
original position
-2
10pts

-12
Balance of
Power
Position

State B
Weak State B Outcome
Figure 3.16: Balance of Power: Weak Outcome
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State A

BOP > 10 points from
original position
-2
10pts

-12

State B

Strong State B Outcome

Balance of
Power
Position

Figure 3.17: Balance of Power: Strong Outcome
The final research question will be answered based on the findings of the first and second
question. The question is: Are the states in Central Asia relevant in the New Great Game’s
outcome? Based on the findings, as well as by observations of events, we will be able to
evaluate whether the states in Central Asia actually have an effect on the outcome of the New
Great Game. This will not be evaluated through a statistical calculation or based off of tested
outcomes, but rather it will be evaluated through the author’s analysis of the situation.
Now that the population of cases, development of the model, simulation and outcome are
better understood, it is possible to validate the model for the years 1992 (or 1993) through 2000.
After running the simulations, it will be possible to judge whether or not the forecasts match the
COW data, which show a continuing game with a weak Russian outcome in 2000. After
determining the reliability of the model, we assess the forecast in two different levels, from 2000

67

through 2009 and from 2009-2017 (2018). In the 2000 through 2009 assessment, we are able to
examine whether or not the forecast matches up with recent events, which have included a
greater influence from the U.S. on the region. From 2009 through 2017 (or 2018 with the 1993
model), we hope to be able to make further predictions on outcomes. While the years 2000
through 2017 (or 2018 with the 1993 model) cannot necessarily be validated with actual data, it
will be one forecast, which might shed light on the future of the New Great Game, using the
historical data.
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CHAPTER 4: THE NEW GREAT GAME: AN ANALYSIS OF
FORECASTING WITH THE EXPECTED UTILITY MODEL
Now that we have focused on the relevant literature, the model and the development of
the simulations, this chapter presents, analyzes and addresses the research questions noted in
Chapter 1. We analyze whether the model accurately predicts the continuing nature of the New
Great Game from 1992 through 2000. We then address whether or not the model accurately
shows a weak Russian outcome in the balance of power, as described in Chapter 3. Finally, we
focus on whether the Central Asian states are relevant in determining a continuation versus
conflict, in regard to the New Great Game. From these it is possible to evaluate the usefulness of
the model in policy and strategic analysis for planning purposes.
To confirm the external validity of the study it is important to test the model. Based on
numbers from 1992, we take the numbers known only from 1993 and run the same simulations.
We also use a model, without China, using only 1992 numbers to see if the removal of a major
power skews the results of the model. We now examine the results and answer the research
questions, before moving on to the final chapter.
Research Question One: Does the model accurately predict the continuing New Great Game
based only on the data (numbers) from 1992 (and 1993)?
Prior to analyzing the accuracy of the model and its simulations, it is important to
examine the state of the New Great Game as it actually happened from 1992 (1993) through
2000. As described earlier, we have two basic models; one including China, which is further
broken down into a 1992 model and 1993 model and another model that does not include China.
This is done to evaluate whether the heavy weight that China carries in the region and its
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relationship with Russia, has any affect on the outcome of the simulations. As one can see in
Table 4.1 and 4.2 below, China’s capabilities are second only to the United States, driving them
to have a higher position in the balance of power than Russia itself. In the balance of power, this
leaves Russia and China as strong allies, which can influence the median position in the balance
of power. India also has considerable strength, but they don’t share the strong preference toward
Russia that China does, so their affect on the balance of power is mitigated.
4.1: New Great Game: Capabilities and Position in 1992
cap

BOP position

USA

33.40525

RUS

14.66332

ARM

0.105612

GRG

0.224563

AZE

0.294823

IRN

2.523781

TUR

2.998922

TKM

0.16342

64.63779
-10.21
-0.06415
-0.1364
-0.17908
-0.90597
2.088137
-0.0581
-0.0302
-0.03051
-0.25867
-0.36697
-10.6641
-4.99125
-0.11044
-0.95268

TAJ

0.084934

KYR

0.085823

UZB

0.727496

KZK

1.032102

CHN

26.66034

IND

14.03788

AFG

0.310609

PAK

2.679419

BOP/Median

-0.15774

Source: (Bennett & Stam, 2000; Gibler & Sarkees, 2005; Reiter, 2000; J. D. Singer, 1972; Small
& Singer, 1969)
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4.2: New Great Game: Capabilities and Position in 1993
USA
RUS
ARM
GRG
AZE
IRN
TUR
TKM
TAJ
KYR
UZB
KZK
CHN
IND
AFG
PAK
BOP/Median

cap
34.8
12.7
0.1087
0.1561
0.2761
2.5789
3.1377
0.151
0.0798
0.0858
0.7353
0.8625
27.2938
14.1302
0.3244
2.7432

BOP position
67.33657
-8.12109
-0.06064
-0.08708
-0.15401
-0.92576
1.609078
-0.05369
-0.02837
-0.03051
-0.26144
-0.30667
-9.70447
-5.02408
-0.11534
-0.97536
-0.13468

Source: (Bennett & Stam, 2000; Gibler & Sarkees, 2005; Reiter, 2000; J. D. Singer, 1972; Small
& Singer, 1969)
After removal of China from the model, one can see in Table 4.3 below, that the
normalized capabilities jump up for all involved, but particularly Russia and the U.S. This also
tilts the balance of power position further into their respective directions, with the U.S. at nearly
89 and Russia at -14. Once again, as discussed above, one can see that India’s increase in the
capability share has little influence on the balance of power position, moving from -5 to -7 with
the absence of China. Using a model without China strengthens the external validity of the
model itself and helps validate the information based only on the year 1992. With a basic
understanding of the models that were used in this study, it is then important to analyze the years
1992 through 2000 through the lenses of both of these models.
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4.3: New Great Game: Capabilities and Position in 1992 Without China
cap
USA

45.8244

RUS

20.11475

ARM

0.144875

GRG

0.30805

AZE

0.40443

IRN

3.462055

TUR

4.11384

TKM

0.224175

TAJ

0.11651

KYR

0.11773

UZB

0.99796

KZK

1.41581

IND

19.25679

AFG

0.426085

PAK

3.675555

BOP/Median

BOP position

88.66834
-14.0058
-0.088
-0.18711
-0.24565
-1.24279
2.86445
-0.07971
-0.04143
-0.04186
-0.35483
-0.5034
-6.84687
-0.1515
-1.30687
-0.18711

Source: (Bennett & Stam, 2000; Gibler & Sarkees, 2005; Reiter, 2000; J. D. Singer, 1972; Small
& Singer, 1969)
While there was much speculation as to the seriousness of the New Great Game, as was
discussed in Chapter 2, the actual positions of the U.S. and Russia changed very little from 1992
through 2000 (Bennett & Stam, 2000; Gibler & Sarkees, 2005; Reiter, 2000; J. D. Singer, 1972;
Small & Singer, 1969). As one can see in Figure 4.1 below, the positions of the two powers
fluctuated very little over the course of the decade and never came close to a victory for one side
or another. In 1993, there was a slight increase in U.S. capabilities and a slight decrease in
Russian capabilities (see Tables 4.1 and 4.2 above), which led to a corresponding increase in
position for the U.S. and decrease in position for Russia. Overall, the models which included
China fluctuated very little over the course of the decade (see Figure 4.1 below). Likewise,
Figure 4.2 below shows very little fluctuation in the positions of either country, even with the
absence of China from the model.
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100
80
60
40
20

USA Position
Russian Position

0
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Balance of Pow er

-40
-60
-80
-100

Source: (Bennett & Stam, 2000; Gibler & Sarkees, 2005; Reiter, 2000; J. D. Singer, 1972; Small
& Singer, 1969)
Figure 4.1: New Great Game: 1992-2000 with China
100
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USA Position
Russian Position
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Balance of Pow er

-40
-60
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Source: (Bennett & Stam, 2000; Gibler & Sarkees, 2005; Reiter, 2000; J. D. Singer, 1972; Small
& Singer, 1969)
Figure 4.2: New Great Game: 1992-2000 without China
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To evaluate the models against what actually happened between 1992 (1993) and 2000,
it is important to remember that we are not interested in a path specific simulation that would
emulate Figures 4.1 and 4.2 above. While there are some examples which we will show below,
we are more interested in the percentage of simulations in the models, which show a continuation
of the New Great Game. A continuation, as we described it in Chapter 3, is when there is no
convergence between powers on the position continuum. We would expect a valid forecasting
model to show simulations that show a continuing New Great Game from 1992 (and 1993 for the
1993 model) through 2000, which would then dictate the reliability of the forecasting from 2000
through 2009 and 2009 through 2017 (and 2018 for the 1993 model).
4.4: New Great Game: Continuation Percentage in all Models 1992 (1993)-2000
1992 (1993)-2000

1992
100

1993
100

1992 without China
100

Table 4.4 reports the results of the three models that were run. Out of the 300 total
simulations that were run using a Monte Carlo simulation based on uniform distribution and a
Mersenne Twister pseudo-random number generator, all 300 showed a continuation of the New
Great Game from 1992 (or 1993 in the 1993 model) through 2000. This means that based on the
numbers only found in 1992 (and 1993 for the 1993 model), there was a 100 percent probability
that there would be a continuation of the New Great Game through 2000. Having such a strong
showing for a model is important in judging its usefulness in years 2000 through 2017 (or 2018
in the 1993 model). Based on the results shown in Table 4.4, it appears that the model seems to
mirror what actually happened.
To judge the goodness of fit statistically, we use Pearson’s Chi-Square test, as described
in Chapter 3. By using Table 4.5 below, we are able to analyze the hypothesis, which is:
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H01: The model accurately predicts the continuing New Great Game based only on the
data (numbers) from 1992 (and 1993).

Or


H01: Actual Data Model = Simulated Forecast Models

4.5: Chi-Square Test Cross Tabulation and Results for Research Question 1: 1992-2000
Original Counts
Actual
1992
1993
1992 no China
Total

Percentage of
Rows
Actual
1992
1993
1992 no China
Percentage of
Columns
Actual
1992
1993
1992 no China
Expected Counts
Actual
1992
1993
1992 no China
Distance from
Expected
Actual
1992
1993
1992 no China
Chi-Square
Statistic
Chi-Square
p-Value

Yes
100
100
100
100
400

No
0
0
0
0
0

Total
100
100
100
100
400

Yes
100.00%
100.00%
100.00%
100.00%

No
0.00%
0.00%
0.00%
0.00%

100.00%
100.00%
100.00%
100.00%

Yes
25.00%
25.00%
25.00%
25.00%
100.00%
Yes
100.0000
100.0000
100.0000
100.0000

No
#DIV/0! *
#DIV/0! *
#DIV/0! *
#DIV/0! *
#DIV/0! *
No
0.0000
0.0000
0.0000
0.0000

Yes
0.0000
0.0000
0.0000
0.0000

No
#DIV/0!
#DIV/0!
#DIV/0!
#DIV/0!

*
*
*
*

#DIV/0! *
#DIV/0! *
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*cannot be computed due to identical actual and forecasted results.
From Table 4.5, one can see that there is no evidence that would support rejecting the
null hypothesis. With a level of significance at 0.050 and three degrees of freedom, one would
have a critical value of 7.8147. To evaluate the goodness of fit, a test statistic larger than 7.8147
would cause the null hypothesis to be rejected, while one smaller would allow it to be retained.
Since the results from the actual model and simulated forecast models were identical with no
Chi-Square test statistic, we are able to say that we fail to reject the null hypothesis. This author
believes that the model is an effective tool for judging state to state conflict from 2000-2009.
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Figure 4.3: Continuation: 1992 Model Simulation 29
Before moving on to the examination of the outlying years (2000 through 2017 or 2018
depending on the model), it may be useful to take a look at some examples that show specific
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paths that could have been taken from 1992 (1993)-2000. While these serve no purpose for
analysis, they are interesting to examine to see what could have happened in a particular
instance. In Figure 4.3 above, one can see a continuation of the game, much like what actually
happened. While there was more fluctuation in the preferences by each state, they were fairly
steady in their continuation of the New Great Game. In other words, Simulation 29 of the 1992
model had similar characteristics of what actually took place during these years.
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Figure 4.4: Continuation/Close Call: 1992 Model Simulation 100
While all of the simulations within the three models showed a continuation of the New
Great Game from 1992 through 2000, there were several simulations which came close to
conflict. In Figure 4.4 above, one can see a fairly steady balance of preference by each state up
until 1996, where there is a moderation in positions and a near U.S. win. If Simulation 100 from
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the 1992 model were to have taken place in real life, 1996 could have been a tense year in
international affairs, where the U.S. and Russia nearly come to conflict (either peacefully or not),
and a shift in policy toward that of the U.S. Once again, while these do little in the way of
analysis of the actual data, they do show alternate paths that could have been taken during the
decade in the New Great Game. With an understanding that the three models were accurate 100
percent of the time, it becomes possible to carry that forward to analyze the years 2000 through
2009 and 2009 through 2017 (or 2018 in the case of the 1993 model).
Since 2000 we have seen an increasing focus on Central Asia. The U.S. has focused on
the region since 9/11 to track down al Qaeda and Russia has focused on the region to bolster its
attempted resurgence in the international community. While the relationships have become more
intense, especially in regard to basing of military forces and energy, there has still been a
continuation of the New Great Game. There has been no conflict between the U.S. and Russia
and if the models were to be thought of as valid, one would expect that they would show a
continuation of the conflict as well. As one can see in Table 4.6 below, once again the model
proved to be accurate in 100 percent of the simulations with China included. One can also see
that in the model without China, the simulations were accurate 99 percent of the time. All three
overwhelmingly showed that a continuation of the New Great Game was nearly certain.
4.6: New Great Game: Continuation Percentage in all Models 2000-2009
2000-2009

1992
100

1993
100

1992 without China
99

For there to be a statistical certainty, we’ll run the Chi-Square test again based on the
same assumptions. While we don’t have numbers to confirm the actual outcome from 2000
through 2009 we do know through observation that there was a continuation of the New Great
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Game. Based on the continuing New Great Game, we see in the following Chi-Square test (see
Table 4.7 below) a Chi-Square of 3.0075, which is less than the critical value of 7.8147, so we
find little evidence against the null hypothesis. With this finding we once again fail to reject the
null hypothesis. With a failure to reject the null hypothesis from 1992 through 2009, it is
reasonable to assume that we can expect the model to remain valid for the coming years.
4.7: Chi-Square Test Cross Tabulation and Results for Research Question 1: 2000-2009
Original Counts
Actual
1992
1993
1992 no China
Total
Percentage of
Rows
Actual
1992
1993
1992 no China
Percentage of
Columns
Actual
1992
1993
1992 no China
Expected Counts
Actual
1992
1993
1992 no China
Distance from
Expected
Actual
1992
1993
1992 no China
Chi-Square
Statistic
Chi-Square
p-Value

Yes
100
100
100
99
399

No
0
0
0
1
1

Total
100
100
100
100
400

Yes
100.00%
100.00%
100.00%
99.00%

No
0.00%
0.00%
0.00%
1.00%

100.00%
100.00%
100.00%
100.00%

Yes
25.06%
25.06%
25.06%
24.81%
100.00%
Yes
99.7500
99.7500
99.7500
99.7500

No
0.00%
0.00%
0.00%
100.00%
100.00%
No
0.2500
0.2500
0.2500
0.2500

Yes
0.0006
0.0006
0.0006
0.0056

No
0.2500
0.2500
0.2500
2.2500

3.0075
0.3905
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Seeing that the 1992 and 1993 models showed a continuation of the New Great Game
100 percent of the time, the simulations looked a lot like Figures 4.3 and 4.4 above. There were
some scenarios that were fairly steady from year to year and there were some which brought
about near conflicts or close calls. While, once again, path specific accounts of simulations are
not useful in analysis, they are interesting to examine. Of particular interest in regard to path
specific simulations, one would be interested in examining the one simulation in the model
without China, where there was not a continuation. Figure 4.5 depicts Simulation 62 of that
model, where the U.S. won the New Great Game in 2008. With hindsight being what it is, we
know that this type of path did not take place and is merely a chance encounter due to the
random salience which we used in the model. Once again, the model has proven to be accurate
in the sense that it forecasted, using only numbers in 1992 (and 1993 in the 1993 model), the
continuation of the New Great Game.
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Figure 4.5: U.S. Win: 1992 without China Model Simulation 62
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With the results up until this point, we can count on the models to be between 99 and 100
percent accurate. With that sort of expectation, where will the New Great Game go over the next
several years? As seen in Table 4.8, we can expect with near certainty, that there will be a
continuation of the New Great Game from 2009 through 2017 (or 2018 in the 1993 model). Just
as in the time period between 2000 and 2009, we can expect the next several years to have a
continuing New Great Game through 2017 (or 2018 in the 1993 model). In the 1992 and 1993
models, the simulations forecast a continuation 100 percent of the time. In the model without
China, the simulations forecast a continuation 99 percent of the time. With the confirmation of
the previous time periods, this is a strong indication of a continuing competition (conflict) over
the next several years.
4.8: New Great Game: Continuation Percentage in all Models 2009-2017 (2018)
2009-2017 (2018)

1992
100

1993
100

1992 without China
99

While the models predict a continuation between 99 and 100 percent of the time, there
was one instance of conflict that will be interesting to examine. Once again, examining this does
little as far as analysis, but it does provide an interesting example of one possible path that the
next several years could take. Figure 4.6 below shows a U.S. win in 2011, with a moderate
position for both states. Simulation 91 in the model without China is the only example of a
conflict from 2009 through 2017 (or 2018 in the 1993 model). This specific path is made
possible only when random salience brings the two countries to convergence.
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Figure 4.6: U.S. Win: 1992 without China Model Simulation 91
According to the results that were produced by the three models, we can show with
certainty that these models predicted with 100 percent probability a continuing New Great Game
based only on the numbers known in 1992 and 1993. Furthermore, this is strengthened when
confirmed with the numbers from 2000 through 2009, which also show a continuing New Great
Game between 99 and 100 percent of the time. Based on the calculation of Chi-Square during
the time periods of 1992 through 2000 and 2000 through 2009, we failed to reject the null
hypothesis. When judging outcomes based on continuation or conflict, this model proves to be
incredibly accurate.
Research Question Two: Does the model accurately predict a weak Russian outcome in the
regional balance of power based only on the data (numbers) from 1992 (and 1993)?
The years 1992 through 2000 show very little change in regard to the median balance of
power (see Figures 4.7 and 4.8 below). While examining the figures below, one will notice that
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the balance of power does not vary over 1/10 of one point in either direction in either model.
This may be problematic in evaluating the balance of power over simulations, as the amount of
change over the year in question is rather small. If evaluated through Bueno de Mesquita’s
definition of outcomes as seen in Chapter 3, Russia possessed a weak outcome over the U.S.
during this period. If the model is to be found as accurate in predicting the balance of power
shift from 1992 through 2000, it would also be expected to show a weak Russian outcome.
Through random salience, this could prove difficult in attaining the results that would prove this
portion of the model as valid; however, we will evaluate it and discuss findings below.
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Figure 4.7: New Great Game: 1992-2000 Balance of Power with China
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Figure 4.8: New Great Game: 1992-2000 Balance of Power without China
To better understand the actual balance of power position from 1992 through 2000, it
may be useful to take a closer look at the states used in evaluating the New Great Game and their
position over this time period, in relation to the median balance of power position. In Figures 4.9
and 4.10 below, most of the states included in this study hover around zero on the scale,
indicating a moderate position in their views on both the U.S. and Russia. In other words, most
favor one over the other, by very little. It indicates a fairly level playing field in regard to the
role of allies in the New Great Game and it also indicates that very little progress was made by
either the U.S or Russia in courting these states from 1992 through 2000. While this provides a
fairly stable baseline to judge the models off of, this reinforces the statement made earlier, that
such minimal movement in the median balance of power (derived from the states seen in Figures
4.9 and 4.10), may make it difficult to judge the usefulness of the models.
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Figure 4.9: New Great Game: Remaining States 1992-2000 Balance of Power with China
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With an understanding of the realities as they were from 1992 through 2000, we can now
compare the simulations from the three models, against those realities. In Table 4.9 below, one
can see the results of the 100 simulations in each model. To evaluate the effectiveness of the
models in judging the balance of power accurately, we would be seeking results between 1992
and 2000 to reflect a possibility of a weak Russian outcome. As one can see below, however,
this is not the case, as the models were only accurate between 2 and 3 percent of the time,
showing a weak U.S. outcome 97 to 98 percent of the time. In other words, the model does not
prove to be accurate in forecasting a weak Russian outcome between 1992 and 2000. Over the
100 simulations in three different models, there was never a variation in the balance of power of
more than 10 from the original point, so all outcomes were found to be very weak.
4.9: New Great Game: Balance of Power 1992-2018
1992-2000
2000-2009
2009-2017
1993-2000
2000-2009
2009-2018

1992 (1993)-2000
2000-2009
2009-2017

1992 Weak Russian Outcome
3
49
42
1993 Weak Russian Outcome
2
56
51
1992 Without China Weak Russian Outcome
3
49
50

1992 Weak US Outcome
97
51
58
1993 Weak US Outcome
98
44
49
1992 Without China Weak
US Outcome
97
51
50

To show that there is a statistically significant difference in what the model has shown, as
compared to the actual data, one must reexamine the hypothesis:


H02: The model accurately predicts a weak Russian outcome in the regional balance of
power based only on the data (numbers) from 1992 (and 1993).
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Or


H02: Actual Data Model = Simulated Forecast Models

Since the model appears to reject the null hypothesis through observation of the tables above, it
is important to test to judge whether there is a statistical difference between them. We once
again do that through the Chi Square test using the same assumptions that we did in the first
research question (see Table 4.10 below). As one can see through the results in Table 4.10, the
Chi-Square test statistic is 360.5277, which is larger than the critical value of 7.8147. This
outcome confirms that there is very strong evidence to reject the null hypothesis. Thus, we reject
the null hypothesis and find that the actual and forecasted models are not equal or similar.
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4.10: Chi-Square Test Cross Tabulation and Results for Research Question 2: 1992-2000
Original Counts
Actual
1992
1993
1992 no China
Total
Percentage of
Rows
Actual
1992
1993
1992 no China
Percentage of
Columns
Actual
1992
1993
1992 no China
Expected Counts
Actual
1992
1993
1992 no China
Distance from
Expected
Actual
1992
1993
1992 no China
Chi-Square
Statistic
Chi-Square
p-Value

Yes
100
3
2
3
108

No
0
97
98
97
292

Total
100
100
100
100
400

Yes
100.00%
3.00%
2.00%
3.00%

No
0.00%
97.00%
98.00%
97.00%

100.00%
100.00%
100.00%
100.00%

Yes
92.59%
2.78%
1.85%
2.78%
100.00%
Yes
27.0000
27.0000
27.0000
27.0000

No
0.00%
33.22%
33.56%
33.22%
100.00%
No
73.0000
73.0000
73.0000
73.0000

Yes
197.3704
21.3333
23.1481
21.3333

No
73.0000
7.8904
8.5616
7.8904

360.5277
< 0.0001

Without the simulations for 1992 through 2000 proving to be accurate, little weight can
be given to the simulations from 2000 through 2009. Table 4.9 does, however, show a much
more balanced distribution of outcomes for those years, although they are inconsistent with each
other and would not be found as reliable. It is important to point out that while examining the
balance of power results, it becomes evident that there was very little movement away from the
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center position, just as was seen in the actual time period. The movement just happened to be
more consistently toward the U.S. position instead of the Russian position. In this study, the
model proved to be unsuccessful in forecasting the balance of power from 1992 through 2000.
With very strong evidence against the null hypothesis based on the Chi-Square Test, we reject
the null hypothesis.
Research Question Three: Are the states in Central Asia relevant in the New Great Game’s
outcome?
While much has been written about the importance of the Central Asian region in regard
to energy, the states involved have shown very little movement in favor of one state over
another. With a continuation of the New Great Game, up until now, this is no real surprise;
however, it does seem that the states in question take a realist approach to dealing with the U.S.
and Russia. In other words, they continue to do what is in their own self interest and attempt to
maximize their own expected utility in an unpredictable and often anarchic world. This brings
up two interesting questions regarding Central Asian states and their true roles in the New Great
Game.
The first question at hand is whether or not true partnership is really possible between the
states in the New Great Game and the U.S. and Russia respectively? With the exception of
China, who from 1992-2000 were closely allied with Russia based on their policy positions ((in
fact China can be seen as being more polarized with the U.S., mostly due to their capabilities)
see Tables 4.1 and 4.2 above), the remaining states seem to coalesce around the true center (zero)
of the continuum. What this seems to indicate is that these states base their positions on the
realist perspective stated above. They like keeping their options open and would welcome offers
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from the highest bidder. A great example of such a move can be seen with Kyrgyzstan’s Manas
Air Base.
Since the beginning of U.S. operations in Afghanistan, the U.S. has utilized the Manas
Air Base as a staging area. In early 2009, there was chatter about possible Russian basing in
Kyrgyzstan and that the government would like for the U.S. to leave. “In February, President
Kurmanbek Bakiyev gave the United States six months to leave the installation, Manas Air Base,
a decision that was seen as influenced in part by Russia, which pledged a $2 billion loan to the
impoverished Central Asian country” (Schwirtz, 2009).
In June of 2009 as the deadline for U.S. withdrawal from the base approached, rumors
were swirling that Bakiyev may not require the withdrawal. Negotiations between the U.S. and
Kyrgyz government had been taking place and when an agreement was reached, the U.S. was to
pay $180 million for the continued use of the base ("Kyrgyz parliament approves U.S. base
deal," 2009). This is a jump from the $17.4 million per year that the U.S. was previously paying
(which does not include foreign aid) (Schwirtz, 2009). This shows that it is not necessarily that
the state allowed the highest bidder to win, but they negotiated a situation where both countries
would give them money, which would help their own self interests. There is no real loyalty to
either country, just a business agreement. This type of activity seems to agree with the position
that they have historically shown that hovers around zero on the continuum. They do not favor
partnership of one over the other, as long as they are both paying. This has been seen throughout
the region and shows how difficult true partnerships will be to cultivate.
The second question that comes from this is whether the U.S. will ever be able to gain an
upper hand in the balance of power due simply to geography? While we discussed the role that
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money plays in the relationships that Central Asia has with the U.S. and Russia, it is apparent
that geography plays a large role as well. After the collapse of the Soviet Union, one would have
thought that many of the states would have become more closely allied with the U.S., due to the
diminished Russian capabilities.
As one can see from Figures 4.9 and 4.10 above, there was little movement, toward the
U.S. by any of the states in question. Did the states believe that Russia could offer them more
than the U.S. in terms of capabilities at that point? More than likely, the answer to that question
would be no. The most obvious reasoning for this would appear to be that some of these states
were former Soviet states and the remaining states are influenced by Russia and their culture, just
as Cuthbertson had stated (Cuthbertson, 1994). They have a history of working with Russia (in
its many different governments throughout history), while they did not have that same history
with the U.S. Geography appears to explain some of the balance that can be seen from 1992
through 2000 which might have been unexpected by some.
Understanding the role that money and geography plays in Central Asia, it becomes
possible to develop a conclusion to the third research question which is the following, with its
null hypothesis:


Are the states in Central Asia relevant in the New Great Game’s outcome?



H03: The states in Central Asia are not relevant in the New Great Game’s outcome

This hypothesis cannot be measured statistically, but through the above observations, we
conclude that while the Central Asian states are important for both the U.S. and Russia
strategically (energy, basing, etc.), their lack of material capabilities and unwillingness to choose
sides means they are mostly irrelevant in terms of the balance of power affecting any sort of state
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to state outcome in terms of either winning or continuation of the New Great Game. This can be
seen in Figures 4.5 and 4.6, where the U.S. won the New Great Game. While they are only
examples of paths that could have been or could be taken, they are still instructive as to the
power Central Asian states actually show in the competition. Very little movement is seen away
from the center on either simulation, indicating that continuation or conflict will happen
regardless of their positions on the continuum.
The simulations and analysis above indicates that war could happen over the states in
Central Asia (for energy, basing, etc.), but it is unlikely that war would happen with the states in
Central Asia (with their assistance). The Central Asian states are irrelevant in the New Great
Game’s outcome, other than they are the location that the U.S. and Russia are in competition
over. In other words, we fail to reject the null hypothesis through observation of the simulations
and evaluations of literature and case studies. It is important to understand, however, that this
does not discount the balance of power that might be seen through allies of the U.S. and Russia
outside of Central Asia, such as NATO allies and the BRIC alliance (Brazil, Russia, India, and
China). If a larger study was conducted to include other states, we might find that balance of
power is still relevant, but in terms of the Central Asia region’s balance of power in regard to the
New Great Game, it is found to be irrelevant to the outcome at this point.
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CHAPTER 5: MAPPING A WAY FORWARD: FORECASTING THE
FUTURE
Throughout this study, we have examined the literature that is pertinent to the New Great
Game, explained the methodology used in the expected utility voting model and tested the
hypotheses. Much has been learned to this point and we will now focus on the contributions
these findings have made to the study of international relations and public policy. We will first
examine the theoretical contributions made by the study in regard to international relations
theory. Then we will focus on the methodological contributions this study has made in game
theory and more specifically the expected utility voting model. From these we will be able to
examine the contributions this study has made regarding the practicality of the voting model in
policy making. Finally, we will examine future directions and possibilities for studies.
Theoretical Contributions
Theories of international relations were discussed extensively in Chapter 2 to gain a
better understanding of the relevance of this study in regard to global politics and policy. More
specifically, we examined the literature on geopolitics, realism, balance of power and the New
Great Game itself. The contributions that this study has made in these areas are significant. As
we prepare to enter the second decade in the 21st century, our eyes remain focused on Central
Asia. The war in Afghanistan continues to roll on and a competition over the energy resources in
the region continues as well. Since the fall of the Soviet Union people have pondered the next
big international competition and many have pointed their finger toward what has been termed
the New Great Game. This competition over energy between the U.S. and Russia (and to a lesser
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extent China) has started to heat up over the past several years and business agreements and
pipelines are being laid at a fast pace. What has the reality of the New Great Game, as shown in
this study, done for international relations theory?
This study has confirmed some of the geopolitical thought discussed in Chapter 2. The
importance of geography is evident in Central Asia. With the mountainous terrain and harsh
weather conditions in the region, Gray and Sloan’s belief that geography influences strategy is
rather evident. This is especially clear when one considers the areas that pipelines must transit
before reaching transportation hubs. Conditions alone help dictate viable routes for pipelines and
while some can argue that power and technology override conditions on the ground, the
difficulties for wealthy energy companies to find appropriate routes seem to discount that belief.
Mackinder’s heartland theory also still appears to be relevant to an extent. If control of
the heartland can lead to command of the world as Mackinder pointed out, Russia has continued
its campaign toward that goal. One could see from the analysis of both the actual data and the
simulations, the positioning around zero by the states in Central Asia speaks to the influence that
Russian culture and proximity has over those states. At their weakest point right after the Soviet
Union’s collapse, one would expect that the Central Asian states look to the United States for
alliances, but as discussed in Chapter 4, that simply was not the case.
The United States has also heeded Mackinder’s theory that the heartland is important in
controlling international affairs. When former Vice President Cheney pointed out the strategic
significance of the Caspian region it became clear that having influence in this region is
important in moving the United States toward its goals internationally. This study has shown,
however, that regardless of the United States’ view of the strategic importance of Central Asia,
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the realist viewpoint of the states there will make it difficult to gain a real upper hand in the
future.
In regard to realism, it became clear from the study that the Central Asian states are
inherently self interested realists. As stated above, due to historical and cultural dealings with
many of these states, Russia was able to garner a weak favor from those states, even after the
recent collapse of the Soviet Union and their diminished material capabilities. Furthermore, this
convergence of states around zero and their continued presence there, even in the two winning
U.S. simulations seen in Chapter 4, indicates that the Central Asian states involved in the New
Great Game are self interested and will contribute little to any sort of conflict between the U.S.
and Russia. While the U.S. can attempt to form alliances with the Central Asian states, those
states are unlikely to take strong sides, as they are looking to maximize their own expected utility
through deals they see as benefiting them. A great example of this was given with the Manas Air
Base in Kyrgyzstan. Policy makers must be aware of Central Asia’s propensity to look for the
next big deal and favor Russia, instead of strictly adhering to diplomatic alliances. This realist
viewpoint from Central Asian states leads one to believe that there will certainly be a true
balance of power in the region for some time to come
While some are worried that the New Great Game will become a hotly contested match,
it is clear that the states in Central Asia will keep it fairly balanced. The balance of power in
Central Asia is evenly distributed between the U.S. and Russia, emulating the balance of power
approach taken for centuries in Europe up to 1945, instead of the hotly contested Cold War after
1945. Through realism of the Central Asian states and the balance of power, the New Great
Game appears to have a continuing future. The U.S. and Russia may be realists that could come
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to conflict, but it is doubtful that they will go to war with the states in Central Asia being
involved. It is more likely that they will go to war over the states in Central Asia, but from this
study one sees that it is not likely (at least not until after 2018).
This study has strengthened the understanding of international relations theories in regard
to Central Asia. By understanding that geopolitics is still relevant, it helps policy makers and
military leaders plan for future operations. Seeing the realist nature of the Central Asian states
also helps clarify how it will affect the balance of power in the region for the years to come.
While some of these conclusions could have been reached through a historical study, the
methods used to simulate future years helps put the true contributions into perspective. With
knowledge of where we have been and where we will be going over the next several years, this
study furthers the relevance of theories and incorporates the practicality of simulated methods.
Methodological Contributions
This study made important contributions in understanding the New Great Game, but it
also made great strides in understanding the usefulness of game theory. Expected utility has long
been a type of game theory that helps further the understanding of issues and its position was
strengthened by this study. Bueno de Mesquita’s expected utility voting model and his study on
the Cold War were strengthened by this study. To judge the usefulness of the voting model, we
must ask the following question: could we have known how the competition in the New Great
Game would proceed based only on the numbers available in 1992 and 1993? From what we
have seen, the answer is yes. Based on the numbers in 1992, we are able to predict a continuing
competition in the New Great Game through 2017 (2018 in the 1993 model). Between 99 and
100 percent of the simulations showed a continuing New Great Game from 1992 through 2009
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(which is actually 100 percent of the simulations from 1992 through 2000) and the same
percentage for years yet to come (through 2017 or 2018). This would have been useful for
military and foreign policy experts that were determining strategy for the area at that point in
time, even if merely informational in nature. The study also provided information that is quite
useful in regard to the Central Asian states themselves.
As stated in Chapter 4, the model failed to predict the weak Russian outcome in the New
Great Game model from 1992 through 2000. It is important to understand, however, that the
median balance of power position changed less than 1/10 of one point between 1992 and 2000,
meaning it changed very little. This does not provide justification for the model’s failure, but it
shows how close the actual balance of power was to agreeing with the model simulations. That
being said, one large takeaway can be found in the analysis of research question three.
Through the analysis of the actual data from 1992 through 2000 one can see that there is
very little movement in the median balance of power point. When one also looks at the same
period with all of the state’s positions, one can see a large coalescence around zero, meaning that
the U.S. and Russia are near equally favored by most of the states involved in the New Great
Game. Through the analysis of question three, it became evident that Russia, due to their
geographical proximity of the area of interest, has an inherent advantage over the U.S.
The findings on simulation discussed above are the strengths of the study itself. They
further the study of Bueno de Mesquita and applications within the U.S. government. The
expected utility voting model has been used in many different instances for many different policy
studies. As stated in earlier chapters, when the model was used by the CIA it was found to be
more accurate than traditional analysis. The model was also successfully used to examine the
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Cold War, which is what this study is loosely based on. With such a successful past, the
expected utility voting model has been well vetted by researchers from many different fields and
was found to be successful once again. The model, however, is no good without reliable and
valid data.
Beyond the results, another major strength of this study is the Correlates of War (COW)
data itself. The research project that has compiled the COW data has been at it for a long time
and they have consistently revised their data as more verifiable numbers have become available.
With data sets ranging from 1816 through 2000 (and in some cases 2008) for nearly all countries,
the project has updated numbers as they have become available. It is also important to point out
that this data has been widely used by scholars of conflict and international relations since it has
become available, so it is accepted in the academic community.
Having this reliable data is not only important for evaluating what actually happened, but
it is also important as a baseline to compare the simulations from the New Great Game model.
Having the original data to determine the actual outcomes from 1992 through 2000 was
incredibly important for this study. From this data, we were able to confirm that the New Great
Game was continuing during this time period and that there was a weak Russian outcome. Being
able to compare the simulations to what actually happened made it possible to accept the premise
that the model was effective in determining the continuing game and also to prove that it was not
effective in determining the balance of power. Having reliable data to compare simulations
against was essential in determining the answers to the three research questions at hand.
Comparing the data from what actually happened to the simulations was very important,
but would be weakened if it were not confirmed with more than one model. To do so this study
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utilized three models. Using original data from 1992 with China included, 1993 with China
included and 1992 without China included checked for external validity of the model on a couple
of levels.
By analyzing the simulations against the actual outcomes starting from two separate years
(1992 and 1993), the study is strengthened by ensuring that the outcomes of the simulations were
not specifically based on one year of data. Likewise, by using a model that removes a powerful
country like China and comparing the results to the models that include China, the study is
strengthened by showing that the likelihood in a shift in outcomes is not dependent upon a
powerful state being involved as a member of the balance of power. The 1992 and 1993 models
that included China found a continuing New Great Game 100 percent of the time from 1992
through 2017 (2018 in the 1993 model), while the model without China was accurate in
predicting the continuation 100 percent of the time from 1992 through 2000 and 99 percent of
the time for the other two time periods.

This study also showed that incorporation of S

(Signorino & Ritter, 1999) was acceptable in the voting model, just as Tau b was in Bueno de
Mesquita’s study. Like with any study, however, there are of course weaknesses which are
present and must be represented.
One of the most notable weaknesses of this study would be the possibility of human
error. With the amount of data involved in this study, it is of course possible that human error
could contribute to the skewing of results. It is hoped, however, that the skewing of results based
on hindsight was limited, due to the fact that the study used data only from 1992 and 1993 for the
simulations and simulated through a computer program. There is also a level of weakness that
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could be derived from the use of the computer or software, but through the use of multiple
models, this was hopefully mitigated.
The most glaring weakness of this study was not realized until the results were being
analyzed for Chapter 4. While the study did find that the outcomes of continuation of the New
Great Game was confirmed by the models, the balance of power showing a weak Russian
outcome was not confirmed. When one looks at the actual data from 1992 through 2000, one
sees coalescence around zero by nearly all states involved in this 16 state (15 state with the
exclusion of China) study. If a larger number of more powerful states were used, perhaps the
same states used in Bueno de Mesquita’s original study of the Cold War or states that Brzezinski
has determined as important, along with the states already included in the study, perhaps a larger
variation of the balance of power would be possible and would ease the confirmation of the
model. Instead of focusing on a regional balance of power rather than a global balance of power,
perhaps the study would have different results for research question number two. It would also
help take into account the presence of other states in the region.
Another weakness of this study is of course the lack of confirmable data that extends past
2000. While we know that there has been no conclusion to the New Great Game, it would
certainly strengthen the study if we could compare the actual data from 1992 through 2009,
instead of 1992 through 2000. This would be especially useful if the model were to incorporate
more states into the study, as the confirmation of data for the balance of power outcome would
be especially important. Additional years would also be useful due to the fact that the U.S.
position in Central Asia has changed considerably since 9/11 and that the Russian position has
become more rigid (perhaps more negative toward the U.S.). This could possibly affect the
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balance of power as it actually happened, leading us to evaluate it against the simulations in a
similar manner.
Overall, this study made significant contributions to game theory and particularly the
expected utility voting model. It not only confirmed that the model is useful in predicting
outcomes, but it also confirmed that it is accurate, regardless of year or state inclusion. It did fail
to predict the weak Russian outcome, but it did consistently show coalescence around zero which
gave insight into the theoretical contributions of this study in regard to realism and the balance of
power. The use of S in the study was successful and found as a suitable replacement for Tau b in
judging true relationships. This study has made great contributions in theory and methodology,
but is also shows great promise in practical terms for policy makers.
Practical and Policy Contributions
From the analysis above, the model’s effectiveness was proven in terms of the larger
picture outcome, which was conflict versus continuation of the New Great Game. It failed to
prove its effectiveness in judging the balance of power outcome in Central Asia, however. The
important question then becomes, whether it is an effective tool in forecasting for policy or
strategic issues? The answer to this is yes.
If this model were to be used as a policy tool for determining balance of power or voting
decisions, further confirmatory study would need to be done to demonstrate its usefulness in
predicting or forecasting the future events, as this study failed to do so. This model is useful,
however, in determining larger strategic concerns between two states or players (such as the U.S.
and Russia in this model). By proving its effectiveness in regard to the continuation of the New
Great Game, there is great hope for this model for issues such as a specific foreign policy matter
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between two states (without influence from others). Instead of determining likelihood of conflict
(as was done in this study), the model could be used to evaluate likelihood of compromise on
that specific state to state issue.
For example, this model could be used to judge the likelihood of a compromise between
the U.S. and Russia on missile shields. They both have their positions of strength on a policy
continuum and through random salience; one could judge the likelihood of one assimilating to
the other’s policy position over a period of time. This would allow the policy maker to make
changes in their stance to strengthen their position. With the proper data available, this would be
very useful for those in foreign policy roles. Just as in foreign policy, there would be similar
applications in the business world (company to company) and even individually (neighbor to
neighbor). It is important to remember this is all reliant upon data, however, and this would
require development of different measures.
This study confirms the usefulness of the voting model based on historical data, but it
also shows that it has great possibilities as a real time forecasting model. As stated above, this
model is reliant upon data, but if one were to collect seemingly reliable data (as is the case with
the Intelligence Community (IC)), one should be able to forecast events with that data. This
would provide timely analysis for policy makers on what they are really looking at in terms of
their current positions and potential future events. The usefulness of the model would be
particularly significant for high level foreign policy makers, such as the President of the United
States and the Secretary of State, who often have to make quick decisions based on little
information.
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The IC has an abundance of timely data on foreign countries, including demographic,
industrial and military, which would be able to provide the capabilities portion of this model.
The IC also tracks alliances and agreements between countries that can affect the United States.
With the availability of this information, it is possible to use this model to predict outcomes
today for senior policy makers, which will help them make data driven decisions, rather than
decisions based on abstract information. This significant finding in this study contributes greatly
to the role of game theory and expected utility in the policy and strategy processes that senior
leadership face on a daily basis.
Final Conclusions
When the world was left to determine what the next big international competition or
conflict would be, some believed the New Great Game would be it. Focused on Caspian energy,
many believed the U.S. and Russia would be on a course that could bring them to conflict. That
has yet to happen and the simulations that were done in this study conclude that we should not
expect that before 2018. While there will be a continued focus on the region for energy, it
appears that due to the culture of the region and their focus on the next business deal, we might
be able to coexist with Russia, just as we are in Kyrgyzstan with the basing and staging of troops.
The Central Asian states show little allegiance to one side or the other and are happy dealing
with anyone who offers them something that improves their own situation.
This study has made significant contributions to the study of international relations
theory, game and expected utility theory and gives great hope for use by senior policy makers.
The expected utility voting model was proven to be accurate according to one outcome definition
and inaccurate according to another. While it did not prove to be useful in evaluating group
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voting situations such as the balance of power, it did prove to be accurate in evaluating larger
conflict versus continuation situations. With many strengths and weaknesses alike, there is
certainly room for improvement of this study. Increasing the number of states in the model
would certainly be useful and it also would be interesting to use China versus Russia or the U.S.
As stated above, future studies might utilize a larger set of states and a larger number of
years to confirm. Enlarging the study to include states that Brzezinski stated to be important in
the future, would not only test his theory of today’s geopolitical world, but it would also help test
the usefulness of the balance of power outcome. One could also enlarge the study to include
those states that Bueno de Mesquita used in his Cold War study. Increasing the number of states
would provide information on the balance of power outcome and provide another validation of
the expected utility voting model if it was found to be accurate.
A future study which would also be of great use would be one in which more years are
used to confirm its findings.

Collecting data from 2000 through 2009 would allow for

confirmation of the model and make it easier to forecast a greater number of years. If 50
iterations were to be used, instead of 25, one would be able to see where the New Great Game
will be in 2042 or 2043. This would certainly be interesting in terms of a forecast for the future
and possible changes we might see over time in the competition in Central Asia.
Another interesting prospect of study in the New Great Game would be that of the U.S. or
Russia versus China. China has made strides to secure access to energy resources and has
recently developed a relationship with Kazakhstan. Their insertion of themselves into the New
Great Game would be interesting to study, as they have not had the historic presence in the
region that Russia has, nor the business interests that the U.S. has had in Central Asia. It would
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also test the theory stated in the analysis of research question three that Russia has an inherent
advantage in the region due to their proximity to the area of interest. With a similar proximity,
would China have the same type of hold on the region? The data is available to do a study that
mirrors this one, so it would be interesting to see how it develops.

33%

ARM
GRG
56%

AFG

11%

Figure 5.1: 1992-2000 Most Frequent Median Balance of Power Position by Country without
China
As for further study of this model using the U.S. versus Russia, perhaps the development
of a third outcome definition would be useful for evaluating the balance of power that was
historically coalesced around zero (with little movement away). While this study utilized Bueno
de Mesquita’s definition of outcomes perhaps we could have dug deeper into the balance of
power results. One way of doing this would be to go through the simulations to determine
whether or not the median position (by country) from the actual data could have been predicted
through simulations. As one can see in Figure 5.1 above, Armenia was the median position 56
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percent of the time (5 years) from 1992-2000, while Afghanistan was three years and Georgia
was one. A future study could examine whether or not this could be predicted through the
simulations of the expected utility voting model. This would be particularly useful (if found to
be effective) in evaluating which country to expend greater energy on in developing a
relationship. If we are to believe Black’s median voter theory, knowledge of this early on would
be useful in strategizing foreign policy to benefit one’s own interest.
Finally, perhaps the most interesting future study would be one of practical application by
policy makers. As stated above, if one were to have reliable real time data that the IC often has
access to and run simulations to predict future events, senior policy makers would have
information to make data driven decisions. Would the forecasts prove to be accurate, as they did
when the CIA used them? Would the policy maker be influenced by these forecasts and make a
different decision than they would have if they had only seen traditional analysis? For now, this
last possibility will have to wait. Not only would it take a considerable amount of time to do the
study, but it would also require access to information not readily available to many.
In conclusion, this model has great possibilities for future study. From enlarging the
number of countries to increasing the number of confirmable years, there are possibilities in
testing the New Great Game model once again. The expected utility voting model appears to
have a bright future and one which will surely be strengthened by further study in the areas
discussed above.
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